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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Following a.n agreement in principle between the New Jersey Department of 
Transportation, the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, and the United 
States Urban Mass Transportation Administration concerning the funding of a. $600 
· million New Jersey mass transit capital improvement program, an NJDOT task force 
was established to: 

a) Identify the mass transit capital improvement needs for the 
State from existing studies and reports. 

b) · Evaluate the identified projects for inclusion in the 
$600-million transit package (Tra.nspac), based on existing 
data. 

c) Formulate a preliminary recommended program based on 
those evaluations. 

d) Present the preliminary program to state and local officials 
and the public to obtain their input. 

e) Prepare a recommended program consid~ring those inputs. 

The preliminary recommended program was presented in a draft report 
entitled "Preliminary Recommendations for the Transpac Programn, March 1979. It 
was distributed to all County Planning Boards/Boards of Public Transportation, 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO's), Small Urban Area Planning Studies and 
other concerned parties for review and comment. Regional public meetings were 
held on the preliminary recommendations at: Newark, March 27, 1979; Camden, 
March 29, 1979; Somerville, April 3, 1979 and ; Manasquan, April 4, 1979. 

Considering the public i:t'l:puts and new technical information received, the 
recommended program was developed and is presented in this final report. It is in 
the same format as the March, 1979 draft, using updated project data as applicable,. 
and with a section relating to public input added to Chapter III (Recommendations). 
Also, an additional appendix, non, explaining changes made to candidate projects 
since the draft report has been added •. 

Identification of projects which had previously been studied or at least the 
needs of which had been quantified revealed over $21 billion in quantifiable projects. 
Other projects not yet quantified, because studies of these projects have either not 
been completed or initiated, were also identified. Detailed descriptions, along with 
presentations of benefits, disbenefits and sta.tus, of quantifiable projects are 
presented in Appendix A. Descriptions of major non-quantifiable projects, that 
therefore were not considered for Transpac, are presented in Appendix B. To a.ssist 
in the geographical identification of rail projects, Figure 1 presents the existing rail 
network in New Jersey. 
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· In order. to properly evaluate and prioritize projects, a rational evaluation 
process was developed based on short range improvement policiJs established by the 
Department of Transportation. The procedure had· to be developed with the thought · 
that there were severe time constraints and· a wide variety of projects to be 
considered. Typically, each project had varying types and levels of available data 
associated with it. Thus, comparison of projects on astrict hard data basis was, at 
many· times, impossible. To deal with this situation a set of priority groups was 
established based on the short range improvement policies~ The policies were: 

I) 

2) 

3) 

Preserve and maintain (as justified) service, equipment and 
facilities of the existing bus and rail systems. · 

Improve those services first which will have the greatest 
immediate real benefit at the most reasonable costs. 

Construct those projects first that are justified, committed 
and can be implemented in the shortest period of time 
within budgetary constraints. 'I'he implementation time 
frame for the Transpac program was taken as 1979-85. 

The order of corresponding priority groups established for evaluation purposes 
(highest priority first) are: 

I. Projects required for the continuance of essential services at current levels 
of service. · · · 

II. Projects required to complete capital improvement efforts that have been 
initiated.· 

III. Low cost,user oriented projects. 

IV. Low cost, operations oriented projects. 

V. Moderate cost projects of significant benefit. 

Vl. High cost projects of significant benefit. 

U. should be noted that during the initial development of project priority 
groupings, the second priority was identified as, "Projects mandated by federal 
and/or state laws or regulation." This category or grouping appears and is discussed 
in Appendix C, which deals with the .development of criteria and methodology for 
project evaluation. However, it was found that all identifiable projects falling into 
the priority group would be funded through sources external to Transpac. Therefore, 
to avoid confusion, the priority group has been omitted from treatment in the body 
of this report~ 

Projects being evaluated were assigned their respective priority categories 
based on the basic nature of each project. For example, rehabilitation of stations is 
a Priority I project. With regard to Priorities I, and II, the absolute need for these 
projects in order to continue service and the magnitude of funding availability did 
not require further ranking of those projects within the priority categories. 
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For the low r priorities (ID th~u VI), projects were further ranked numerically 
within each priorit category based on available data. The ranking is based on costs, 
bene.fits, disbenefi s, consistency withshort range improvement policies, availability 
of· fund .. s form oth r sources, matudty of project development, and in the case of 

I._ ·. ' ' ' . ', I 

Priorities V and VI, furtherance of lo?g range policygoals. These goals include: . 
. . . , 

•. Stimulate urban center redeyelopment. 
! 

• Effect ma ·or auto diversionJ and reduce adverse environmental impacts. 
. I • • 

I • 

. Assist the mobility of transit <iependents •. 

. Encourage and support efficient land use. 
I . 

i 
. Reduce tr vel time. and c.osU 

Increase s fety, convenienc~ and comfort. 

A series of matric s contained. laterj in this report . show the results of this process 
and accompanying arratives explain /in detail the reasoning employed. 

I 

It is recogni ed that lower ra~ed projects contained in priorities (Ulthru VI) 
should not necessa ily prece,de highly ranked projects in subsequent priorities. This 
is especially true, where tne lack bf development of a project precludes a fair 
evaluation of the project in relation to those in lowe.r priority categories. 
Therefore, the tin l step was to e1fminate those. projects· from consideration that 
were in need of a igh degree. of further development or of marginB:l benefit and to 
directly compare orderline project~ from different priority groups to arrive · at a 
final overall priori ized· ranking of projects. Based on . this . process and considering 

. public and official inputs, the recom!mendation for the compositon of Transpac was 
derived. . The recommended program. Will be. the subject of formal pubHchearing 
prior to submittal f the grant application to UMTA. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology and cr·teria is containe4 in Appendix C. · · · .. · 

It should be oted that the project costs which are indicatedinthis report are 
generally prelimin ry planning budgE!t estimates, i.e., they are order ofmagnitude 
estimates based on .oss milestone schedules. · · · 
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CHAPTERII 

Project Evaluations 

This chapter presents the results of the project evaluation process, with 
. respect to the ranking of projects within the six priority groupings, outlined in the 
introduction and detailed in Appendix C. It includes treatment of all projects that 
were formally evaluated for inclusion in the Transpac program. It should be noted 
that all public transit projects that were identified were not formally evaluated. 
First, a number of projects in advanced stages of development were found to be 
already scheduled for funding outside of Transpac, e.g. state appropriations to 
quickly move low cost environmentally mandated grojects, low cost FAUS projects, 
etc. Second, certain projects were identified but eliminated prior to this step due to 
insufficient project development/information. Projects in the later group are 
discussed in Appendix. B. · 

Evaluations associated with each priority group are presented independently. 
Results for each group are prefaced by an evaluation matrix indicating final project 
ranking within the priority and showing selected project data and impacts. An 
explanation of the contents of, and nomenclature utilized in, the matrices precedes 

. the first priority group. Each matrix is fallowed by narrative material discussing 
key reasons for a project's final ranking relative to the other projects in the group~ 
For Priorities I and II, projects are discussed on an aggregate basis, since projects in 
these groups were not ranked. Narratives. for the remaining priority groups are 
given on a project by project basis for clarity~ The project narratives are arranged 
in a sequence of highest to lowest ranking within a group. For reference purposes, 
the project descriptions contained in Appendix A are arranged in the same order. It 
has not been attempted to present all possible data that was obtained for each 
project. It should also be noted that the data presented in the matrices does not 
necessarily of itself totally indicate why a project received a particular rank. The 
matrices must be used in conjunction with the subsequent narratives to arrive at a 1 

complete picture of why particular ranks were determined. 

Evaluation. Matrices, Definitions 

Tables I through VT present final project rankings within the priority 
groupings, with the exception of Priorities I and II~ All projects within these first 
two priorities are considered of high rank and not rated against each other. For the 
remaining priorities (III thru VI) projects are ranked on an alpha-numeric basis. The 
numerical values indicate order of ranking within the priority, i.e., 11111 being highest, 
11211 second highest, etc. However, the numerical ranks in themselves do not provide 
information as to the projects absolute worth, especially in terms of at what point 
projects in following priority groups should be considered for inclusion in Transpac. 
It is not intended that all projects in a given priority group must necessarily be 
included, as far as funding allows, before preceding to the next priority. Therefore, 
alphabetical designations were also assigned to indicate priority relationships among 
projects in all priority groupings. Th.ese alphabetical designations are as follows: 
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"A" -

"B" -

AU ' AT' ranked projec~s are recommended for inclusion in Transpac on 
the asis that they d~monstrate a high degree of benefit relative to 
cost or are of critical hature. All projects within Priorities I and II are 
cons dered to. have a :11rank11 of lA. With respect to relative priority 
amo g 11A11 projects, [f funding constraints would not allow accom-
mod tion of all "A'.' projects in the program, higher priority groups 
have precedence over lower groups and projects of higher rank within a 
prio ity group have precedence over lower ranked projects in the 
groµ • 

. . i . . . ; 
Proj cts of lower demonstrated benefit relative to cost and'not of a 
criti al nature and/ot. projects requiring a degree of development. 
The are recommend~d .for inclusion in Transpac only after all "A" 
proj cts are accommodated or if one or more "A" project(s) cannot be 
inct ded due to funding constraints and a lower cost "B" project could 
be fit in. "BIi projects! have precedence. within their own priority group 
acco ding to numerical rank. Projects in higher priority groupg 
gene ally have precedence over projects in lower priorities. However, 
in t e case ,of priority groups III and IV (low cost user and iow cost 
oper tional projects) • relative benefits must be weighed directly 
bet een potential candidate projects since costs are similar and 
bene its could have a high degree of relative variance. . · · . 

I . . . 
I 

Proj cts that are not :recommended for inclusion in Trart~pac at. this 
time . due to an apparently poor benefit vs. cost relationship and/or the 

· proj ct requires substantial development. It should be noted that 
num rical ranking of projects. that were designated "C" due to 
insu ficient development · was difficult and should be considered 
appr xirnate for that r~ason. 

' . . 

· In addition to ranking, Table~ I through VI also include a remarks column and 
selected project i pact indicators. ,Priority groups V and VI (moderate and high cost 
projects) contain the greatest level of detail in that respect since, . due to th.e 
magnitude of cost involved as related to limited available funds, it was necessary to 
consider as comp ete a range of r~levant project benefit indicators as possible in 
order to a.rrive at n impartialand cpmprehensive ranking. In that respect tables for 
priority groups and VI containi a continuation page entitled "Transit Goals 
Impacts". These impacts generally correspond to the long range polfcy goals 
discussed in Appe dix C •. Explanati~m of the terminology used to describe level of 
impact and the im act categories follow:. · · 

· a. Definition of level of im act ter111inolo utilized -

Sm 11, Moderate and ;Si ificant - Relative orders of magnitude used 
onl in cases where ~ufficient project data was. available to make a· 
rea enable jt1dgement. Specific numerical values, when applicable, 
are indicated within I the individual project-specific portions o.f this 
ana ysis report. . i . . . . . . 

' ' i 

Pos tive - Due to th~ nature o.f the project it is known that it will 

i 
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. . 

. have a positive>impact. However, magnitude of the impactcannot be : . 
realistically further quantified based on a.vailable data •. 

. ., . .· . •',,. ,:: . . .. 

· ·. N/A - Not Applicable. Indicates that the Category is not applicable· 
.. to the project or that the level of impact is considered marginal •. · · 

Consistent. - . Used •. o~ly ·in conjunction with the. "Support Land Use 
· Plans'' category. Indicates that the project is at least consistent with· .. 
the area's land use plans. More specific terms are used when justified 
by available data~·· · 

-- Not available. Indicates that sufficient data:was not available 
to make a reasonable judgement as to impact. 

Positive vs. Negative Impact --:-· All terms shown in the tables indicate· 
a. beneficial or positive impact unless explicitly qualified, .. e.g.,. 
"moderate" under · any• category. would .·indicate .·. a favQrable ·. impact·· 
unless qualified as "moderate, negative"~ · · · · 

b. Definition of project impact categories .;. . 

Auto Diver~ - Auto diversions attributable to the project. . . ., ' . . . 

Bus Diver ... Bus diversions attributable to the project. · It should be · 
noted that. diversions. per se do not indicate. benefit or disbenefit •. 
Whether beneficial or not would depend upofr system impa.•ct on a case .· 
by case basis. This category is .iritendl3d only to indicate magnitude of. 
diversions. · · · · · 

Transit Mode Travel Time Saving -

- . ··.· User - Indicates travel.time savings·.for project users •. · In the cas·e of 
a project that impacts only a portion of . existing service, this 
category only considers ·those riders direefly benefiting from the 
project. · 

Non-user - Indicates travel time impact on transit riders whom the· 
project affects but who do not use the service improvement provided 
by tne project. . May include transit riders on other. transit modes as 
well as those utilizing the overall specific service in question. For 
instance, if. a rail project causes significant diversion from a. com-
peting bus service, remaining bus patrons could be impacted •. In cases 
where a certain portion of the prime mode patrons, and one or mor.e 
other mode patrons. are impacted, the combined impact is reported~ . 
It should be noted· that the.·. impact could be · positive or negative · 
depending upon· circumstances •. · · .. . .· .. ' 

- Avg~- The result~t average impact on users and non"".users •. 

· .. ·, 
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Su port Land Use Plans - Indicates the extent to which the project 
su!ports area land use plans. 

Pr, mote Joint DevelO£. - Indicates the extent to which the project 
comtributes toward , joint development, especially in the sense of 
co tributing toward redevelopment/revitalization of an urban center. 

Tr nsit De endent Mobilit - The degree to which the project 
en ances the mobility of those persons without access to automobiles 
an /or with limited incomes. 

Re ident Base for NYC/Phila. - The degree to which the project 
su ports or enhances the status of New Jersey as a residential base 
fo the employment ~enters of New York City or Philadelphia. 

Sa et - The exte.nt to which the project contributes toward 
pa senger safety. Projects which result in auto diversion, reduction 
of transit mode access distance or an increase in rail miles of travel 
ve sus bus miles are ,considered to have a positive safety impact on a 
statistical basis. 

Us r Amenities - Amenities such as convenience, comfort, etc. Only 
pr ject user amenities are considered, i.e., not impacts on other users 
of he same service or of other impacted transit modes. 

En iron. Im act .,. Long term environmental impact of the project. 
Sh rt term 11n6rmal" negative impact associated with actual construc-
tio is not considered in that context. 

Us r Level of Service - Impact of the project on quality or quantity 
of service, e.g., frequency, directness of trip, etc. Only direct 
pr ·ect users are con~idered under this category. 

It should b noted that although these impact areas were considered and given 
weight in the overall evaluation process, they do not of themselves determine 
project ranking. 11 factors previously discussed and detailed in Appendix C entered 
into the ranking p ocess. Naturally if a project's primary purpose is to satisfy one or 
more of the impa t areas, e.g., produce travel time savings, the level of impact in 
that area(s) woul be a significant consideration in determining the overall effec-
tiveness of the pr ject. 
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PROJECT RANKING 

MATRICES AND NARRATIVES 

BY PRIORITY GROUP 
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PRIORITY I PROJECTS 

PROJECTS REQUIRED FOR THE CONTINUANCE OF 

ESSENTIAL SERVICES AT CURRENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 
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H 
H 
I 

-.) 

llus Pu re ha se· 

Raritan Valley Uptrade, Phase I 

20 MU's for NEC 

4 Cab Cars, Pascack Valley 

'l'AllLE l 

PRlORTY J PROJECTS, l'OR TIIE CON'J'JNllANCE Ol' 

ESSENTIAL SERVICE AT CURREtlT LEVELS 01" SERVICE 

Project 1978 Current 
Cost Cost Daily 

(Millions) (Millions~ Pass. 'fri!!S 

138.7 120.7 255,000 

n. a. 

Arrow I & II Rehab. & CompatabLlity 

71. 2 

28.9 

3. 7 

34.0 

5 3. 0 

22. .6 

2. 6 

27.5 

13,400 

36,300 

6,400 

36,300 

4,900 NJCL Equtp. Purchase 

RDC Rehab. 

Newark Subway, Phase II 

Total Equipment 

ROlJ Improvements 

Systemwtde Track Rehab. 

Raritan Valley Upgrade, Phase II 

NOTE: N/A = not appllca6le 
n.a not available 

1. 1: 

21. 3 

351.9 

52.0 

14.9 

0.9 

15.3 

38.8 

10. 8 

n.a. 

10,000 

72,000 

13,400 

Remades 

Patronage estimate based on total 
daily passengers carried by operators 
receiving buses times the ratio of 
new buses to total peak period bus 
requirement. 

Patronage from Bay llead through 
Elberon, assumes_ elec. to Long Branch 



H 
H 
.1 
CX) 

TABLE l(Continued) 

l'RIORI'fY I PROJECTS I FOR 'NIE CONTINUANCE OF 

ESSENTIAL SERVICES AT CURRENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

Project 

ROW Improvements(Continued) 

.N·ewark Subway, Phase I 

NJCL Sig/Comm & Bridge Rehab. 

'.l'otal ROI~ 

Fixed Facilities Imµrovements 

Station Restoration/Parking 

Rail Equip,Maint.Faciliti~s, Sunnyside 

Rail Equip.Repair Shop -
Design & Land Acquisition 

Total Fixed Facilities 

Total "A" Ranked Projects 484.2 

Project 
s 

(MJ llionid 

15.6 

13.0 

95.5 

18.li 

14 .o 

__hQ_ 

36.8 

484,2 

1978 Current 
Cost llai.ly 

(Millions) Pass. 'i'rips 

12.9 10,000 

n.a. 7,900 

13. 9 73,400 

10.0 N/A 

n.a. N/A 

Remarks 



Priority I Projects - Required for the Continuance of Essential Services 

at Current Levels of Service · 

Project Cost, All PrioritylProjects - $484..2 million 

Rank - All projects ranked "A" 

All projects within this priority group are considered to .be '' A" ranking 
and are recommended for inclusion in· Transpac. Due to their nature, they 
have not been ranked against each other on a numerical basis. All projects 
falling in this priority group must be implemented to maintain existing levels 
of service and for those services that have badly deteriorated in recent years, 
bring them up to acceptable · standards of service. These projects can . be 
divided into three areas of improvements: equipment, right-of~way and fixed 
facilities. Projects dealing with equipment include the rehabilitation of 
existing equipment and the replacement of worn-out rolling stock with new 
equipment. Projects involving improvements to right-of-way include track and 
bridge rehabilitation. Improvements to fixed facilities consists of rehabHi-
tation of passenger stations and parking, storage yards and maintenance 
facilities. 

If these projects are not implemented in the near future there will be an 
abnormally high number -of breakdowns of equipment, malfunctioning of signal 
and communication systems and furttier deterioration· of tracks which will 
inevitably lead to a degradation of the present .level of service, . resulting in 
serious delays and interruptions of service. For example, approximately 30% 
of the State's fleet of 33 Arrow I MU cars have been out of service at any 
given time. Failure to rehabilitate or replace existing rolling stock and make 
improvements to stations can only result in driving more riders from public 
transportationto the private automobile. This will lead to more congestion on 
highways causing an increased demand for new highway .construction and the 
encouragement of an inefficient use of increasingly SC/lrce energy resources. 
Added to this would be a negative impact on the State's already serious air 
pollution problem. 

Conversely, if these projects are implemented there will be favorable 
impacts on both users and non-users of these · services as well as improved 
operations and maintenance capabilities. The first benefit to. be realized is the 
preservation and improvement of the substantial capital investment that has 
already gone into these transportation facilities. A second benefit is the 
enhancement of the safety, comfort and convenience of those now using these 
services~ This will tend to prevent further decline in ridership and hopefully, 
add new riders attracted bY the higher level of service offered. A third 
benefit is the potential for considerable· savings in energy used and reduction in 
air pollution resulting from less vehicle miles traveled, as additional riders are 
diverted. from the use of private automobiles. A fourth benefit is the potential 
for a reduction in operations and maintenance cost following necessary 
rehabilitation and replacement of rolling stock and the rehabilitation of 
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deteriorated tracks, signals, communications, and storage and maintenance 
facilities. 

Descrip ion, status and data sources for each of the individual projects in 
this priority g ouping are presented in Appendix A. 
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PRIORITY II PROJECTS 

PROJECTS REQUIRED TO COMPLETE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT 

EFFORTS THAT HAVE BEEN INITIATED 
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H 
H 
I 

10 

Projects 

NJCL Electrification to Long Branch 
Project, Additional Work 

M & E Reelectrification Project, 
Addi tioual lfork 

Total 

Total "A" Ranked Projects 

TABLE ll 

,PRIORITY II PROJECTS 
REQUIRED TO COMPLETE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT 

EFFOR'l'S T.IIAT HAVE llEEN INITIATED 

Project 
Costs 

(Ml.llions) 

9. 1 

63.0 

72.1 

Priority TI 

72. l 

Presently 
Authorized 

l'undi ng 
(Millions) 

13 7. 5 

265.0 

Cumulatlvc 

5 5 6. 3 

Current 
l)<!ily 

Passenger 
Trips 

12,100 

37,200 

Committed. Patronage ba8ed on 
all trips from Long Branch through 
Matawan. 

Committed. 



· Il Pro ·ects 72.1;;..million ....... --. ....... '""""'-i--...._=-.............. ~-.... , ................... 

Rank .,.. · All rojects ;ra.rtked "~n · 
. . . . . ·. Ther . ,are . iftwo" proj~cts. in this· p.riority group pertaining to overall . 
·· capital pro ·ects . for which tnitial funds have already .been committed and . 
implement tion is. already unaerway. They are the electrification of the North 
Jersey Coa t Line. (NJC.L) ahd the reelectrification of the Morris ancl Essex 

. Lines of he Hoboken Divisiom In the case of th.e l\jorris and Essex 
reelectrific tion, the additiopal Trarispac funding will permit its completion. 
In the case o( the N:JGL ele¢trificatton to Long .Branch, the l'ranspac funding 

· . will perrnl continuity in ~he construction program· while the remaining 
.· re.quired f nds, approximat~ly $47A million; to complete the project are 

· ·· sought. ·. !though · the project falls within · Priority U;: full · funding for· 
completion of electrificatfonito Long Branch is not included within Transpac as 
a resultof the' findings of :a reassessment of NJCL improvement program 
priority ne ds~ The reassessment was completed subsequent to the· preliminary 
Transpac r .c~mmenqations, +hich did _iil<:lude the full completion cost a~o1;1rit. 
of· $53.5 m Ilion. The reass¢ssment. md1c.ated that there were $47.4 million 

.. , more Prior·ty I needs north or. South Amboy and south of Long Branch than had ··.·. 
been .. i?en ·nee in th~ pre1liminary recommendations. · ·. However; it was. 
determmced that to shift tf!lat amount Jrom other recommended. Transpac 
.projects w uld-jeopardize th~ eff ectjveness of the' program. It was therefore · · 

.... re<?ommend d- . that . the fun~s be taken from Priority ll and the resulting 
completion cost shortfall be funded outsjcte· of, Transpae. · The preeedingJs 
detailed in h:e project descri~tion presented in Appendix "A". · . · . . ·· .. 
. ·.· ... < I .. .· . . .. . . .. · .· 

· ... · ·. T~e two pi'0~'7cts will tresult in ?enefits for both users and non7users of 
the service • They include: · 1 · · · . · ·· . ··. · ·. · · 

. ·. . . . .•I.· ·. . . . . . 
• !he _re.serva~i_o!l _and ijrQproverfient of the substantial capital investment · 

me 1$tmg fac1llt1es. 1 . · · · . . . · . · .· . . I ·. ·-. . . . 

•Iner asedsafety; com~ortan<I convenience for users. 

The potential f Or. ~ttr/acti~g new riders by the higher' level of service , 
offe ed. · i · 

' , ' i , . ' , , ' , . , 

. Posi ive environmentd1 and energy impa<?t through auto diversions to 
tran it~ j ·· ... - · · 

, , , ', ,'• ' , i, ' ,·, ' ' 
• Mor dependable service anct·1ower operating/maintenance costs due to 

· righ --of-way ,improveiinents and the replacement of worn out rolling. 
· · sto<! • 'Mith ne~ equip1ent. - . 

. ·. ···. ·.· . . .An deitio11af benefit ~pecifi~ally resw.tirig from the completion of the 
NJCL elec rification project; is a reduction in travel time for trips from Long 

· Branch to New York City~ : Benefits resulting specifically from the iinple.,.. • 
mentation of reelectrificatibn of the Hoboken Division's Morris· and .Essex 

, i 

I 
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Lines include the following: 

(1) Replacement of the exisitng electrical system and supporting 
structures that are over 40 years old, well past the recommended 
useful Hf e of the equipment. 

(2) Replacement, of wooden catenary support poles that have also reached 
the end of their useful life. 

(3) Replacement of 120 cab control cars and 111 trailer cars whose aver-
age age is in excess of 50 years. 

(4) A reduction in maintenance costs and an increase in operational reli-
ability due to the replacement of this equipment with new Arrow III 
Multiple Unit cars. 

(5) Increased passenger capacity to accommodate future growth in 
ridership due to the fact that the new MU cars have a seating capacity 
of 117 passengers compared to 80 seats on the old cars. 

Project detail, status, etc. are presented in Appendix "A". 
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PRIORITY III PROJECTS 

LOW COST USER ORIENTED PROJECTS 
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Project 

Hoboken Terminal lmp. 

Newark Subway, Phase III 

H 
H 
I J-295 NEC P-n-R (Station) 

...... 
(J', 

Bay Head NJCL P-n-R 

Newar~ Bus Security 

E&II Vehicles 

TABLE T JI 

PRIORITY Ill, LOW COST USFR ORIENTED PROJECTS 

Project 1978 
Cost Cost 

(Millions)(Millions) 

2. 0 1. 4 

4.0 :LO 

3.2 2. 4 

0.3-0.9 0.2-0.7 

0. 5 0.4 

9.8 7. 2 

Cap.Cost 
(1978 $) 
Per 1985 

1985 
Estimated 
Avg.Daily 
Pass.'l'r1ps Daily Trips Ran_t 

16,600 $ 120 lA 

12,000 $ 250 2JI 

3,260 $ 736 3C 

240 $833--$2917 4C 

n 4 a. n. a. SC 

n. a. n.a 6C 

llemarks 

Rough patronage estimate based on 
Hoboken Div. non-PATIi transfer 
trips and local origin (non-rail 
access) PATIi trips. No data avail-
able for other trip purposes. 

Amenities oriented, rather than 
justifiable operational improve-
ment considering patronage level. 

Questions of local acceptance and 
possible modification due to 
potential Princeton Jct.Station 
area private development needs 
resolution. Otherwise would be 
of a higher rank. 

Project needs development. Also 
question of local opposition. 

Project needs development. Also, 
alternative funding should be 
explored. 

Need requires developrneni. Also 
alternative funding sources 
should be explored. Was initial-
ly proposed as a FAUS project. 



H 
1-1 
I 

I-' 
-.J 

Project 

Geo. Watih. Jlr. HOV 

Total CIA" Ranked Projects 
Total "B" Ranked Pro_1ects 
Total "C" Ranked Projects 

Total 

TABLE ITl(Conttnued) 

PRlORCTY Ill, LOW COST USER ORIENTED PROJECTS 

1985 Cap.Cost 
Project 1978 Estimated (1978 $) 

ly I'e,: l 
f)aily Trij!S Rank Ren,acks 

0. 2 0.2 n.a. n.a. 7C FAUS project 

Priority 11 I Cumulactve 

2.0 558.3 
4.0 4.0 

14. 3 

20.3 576.6 



Hoboken Terminal Improvements - Rank: lA 

Project Cost - $2.0-million 

Basic Hoboken Terminal rehabilitation. work is in progress under an 
Economic Development Administration grant. However, the termina.lrelated 
project considered here i.e;, the rehabilitation of the bus depot and provision 
of a taxi . stand/kiss-and-ride facility, is not provided for under the EDA 
grant. This .low cost project, . recommended in the final report of the 
"Hoboken Transportation Genter" study, February, 1977, as one step in the 
overall improvement of Hoboken Terminal and its environs, would relieve 
congestion, improve safety and raise level of service through more efficient 
and convenient passenger movement in general and with respect to terminal 
interchanges in particular. An estimate of the· specific number of users 
impacted· is not presently available! However, it is estimated that local 
origin PA TH trips i.e., daily non-Hoboken Division transfers, will be 
approximately 5,000 round trips in 1985. These would consist of auto, bus, 
taxi and walk access modes. There is also an estimated Hoboken Division 

· daily round trip 1985 ridership of approximately 3,300 who would not switch 
to PATH and would likewise use one of the preceding modes. Estimates for 
non-PATH/Hoboken Division bus/taxi ridership at· the Terminal area is not 
available. 

The project will also contribute toward the overall rehabilitation and 
improvement effort associated with the terminal· facility, successful 
completion of which would have. significant urban area revitalization aspects 
as well as improving commuter transportation. It is therefore rankedfirst in 
this priority grouping. It should be noted that the successfulaccomplishment 
of the overall improvements envisioned for Hoboken Terminal and environs, 

· both transit and non.,.transit related, lies in a joint development approach. 
That is, all parties with an interest in the revitalization and improvement of 
the area. should actively cooperate and pool resources~ Appropriate parties 
and potential funding sources appear to include: UMT A, FHWA, FAUS, 
PATH, EDA, Historic Preservation, .HUD, Green.Acres, and NJDOT. 

Newark Subway :.. Phase III- Rank: 2B 

Project Cost -$4.0-million 

This last phase of the Newark subway improvement program has been 
ranked as a "B" project since its basic thrust is toward passenger convenience .. 
Based on a projected 1985 patronage of approximately 12:,000 passenger trips 
per day, or an "equivalent" of 6,000 round trip riders, the installation of high 
level platforms and automatic fare · collection is not required to maintain a 
high level of service. Patronages in excess of 15,000 trips per day were 
adequately accommodated in past years. It is recommended for inclusion in 
Transpac on an as funding available basis after considering successive "B" 
projects in following priority groups as to relative. benefit. 

It is recognized that the proposed USDOT 504 regulations, when 
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published, may have a long-term impact. on this project with respect to 
accessibili y requirements for at least ''key" stations. 

~~~::2::~~~:::::::!!!~~~!:! - llank: 3C 

purpose of this facility, which would be built to· accommodate 
1;860 vehi les and have capability of further expansion, is to relieve severe 
parking c pacity restrictions at Trenton and Princeton Junction stations. 
Combined parking demand ~t the two sites is esti.mated to be 3,360 vehicles 

.· in 1980 a d 4,410 by the year 2000. · Current combined capacity is 2,554 
spaces. . tudy results indi~ate that significant auto circulation and access 
restrictio s currently exist iat the Trenton and. Princeton Junction stations. 
Expansion. of parking capaci!ty at. either site,. coupled with normal growth of 
the surrou · ding areas~ woultj create unacceptable levels of auto congestion on 
the existi g roadway netwtjrk. The park-and-ride is estimated to initially 
divert ap oximately 775 autos from the two stations (400 from Princeton 

, , . : - I - - _- - . ·. . . . . ·. - .. : . . . . Junction a d 375 from Trenton). In addition to providing for parking demand, 
and there ore permitting projected ridership growth tO occur, the project 
would als provide the potential for economic growth, e.g. sma.11 park-and;_ 
ride. ·. 1 · • • • 

Th preceding discusl?ion would indicate that the project should be of 
an IIA" ra king. However, there are three factors that need to. be resolved 

· before the proje~t can be implemented. First, the proje.ct's estimated cost is. 
forthe st tion proper and r;elated facilities only. Parking .and access costs, 
estimated at $3.9 million 1(total facility cost of $7.1 million) have been 
assumed t be available through Interstate funding. However, funding sources 
would hav to be confirmed~ Second and most important, althoqgh Hamilton 
Township as expressed support1 the City of Trenton has strongly opposed the 
project o the basis that iti would have a serious detrimental impact on the 
City. Al hough the conce:rn has not been substantiated, it needs to be 
resolved i order for the project to be successfully adv.anced. Third, the · 
Bamberge proposal for the: development of the .area adjacent to Princeton 
Junction tation, centered on a conference. center, appears closer to 
realizatio at this time. th8in in the past. Although .it would not negate the 
need for he l"."295 f acilityj it would have an impact on size requirement. 
Therefore, this issue also aeeds to be addressed. Based on the preceding 
discussion, tne project is rarj.ked in the 11 C1t category at this time. It should be· 
reevaluat d when the preceding points are resolved. . i . 

, . Thi project Is treate~ independently, i.e., instead of only a part of the 
"Major C mmuter Rail Station Improvements" project proposal since it has 
received reliminary study analysis by the NJDOT Bureau of Highway 
Planning. There is no question that the existing parking area is inadequate. 
A field su vey conducted in 1977 indicated an estimated overflow of 40--?0 

! 
i i. 
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cars. This was due in part to the lot's capacity of 25 cars not being achiev-
able due to its poor condition. That particular problem would be addressed as 
part of the Priority I project "Station Restoration/Parkinglf •.. However, the 
need for additional parking capacity is still indicated. Despite the preceding, 
the project is not recommended for inclusion in3ranspac at this time. At a 
community involvement· meeting held on June 28, 1977 it was reported that 
unanimous opposition to the project was voiced .. It does not appear that the 
project can be successfully advanced unless community support can be 
obtained in the future. There is also a question as to the specific number of 
initial spaces required. Magnitude of future growth at the station in the short 
term would depend somewhat on the rail operations plan for Bayhead service, 
which is not· yet finalized. Once the plan is resolved and if local support 
could be obtained, the project should be reevaluated. It should also be noted 
that the park and ride appears to be eligible for FAUS as well as UMTA 
funding. 

Newark Bus Transit Security Bus Radios - Rank: 5G 

Project Cost - $0.5-million 

The ''Transit Crime Study", June 1977, NJDOT in cooperation with 
SLEPA, which generated the project proposal, recommended that the project 
be monitored in order to determine whether and to what extent crime is 
reduced and/or patronage increased. This recommendation is valid since it 
would be the only realistic way to ascertain whether in fact the concept was 
of any real benefit and should be pursued in other areas. Since that facet of 
the project has not been developed, the project is not recommended for 
inclusion in Transpac at this time. The question of whether other than UMTA 
funding may be available, at least for a pilot program, should also be fully 
explored prior to possible reevaluation of the project at a later date. 

Purchase of Vehicles to Meet the Transi;,ortation Needs of the Elderly and 
Handica.pged ...; Rank: 6C 

Project Cost - $9.8-million 

Although the project has a worthy goal, it is not recommended for 
inclusion in Transpac at this. time. The project was originally conceived as a 
FAUS funded effort whereby initiative and distribution of vehicles would 
occur at the. local level. This appears to be a more productive approach. 
The· actual need for the magnitude of vehicles involved (a total of approxi-
mately 420) has not been established. Development of need on a year by year 
basis at the local level appears .more realistic than commiting a lump sum of 
funds. Also the use of "local" FAUS funds would tend to eliminate purchasing 
vehicles when need is not demonstrated .. Finally, it has not been established 
that UMTA (other than 16(b) (2)) or FAUS funds are required to meet vehicle 
acquisition needs. Other appropriate funding sources should also be explored. 
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H" ehicle Lane Geor 

Thi project is not recommended for inclusion in Transpac at this time, 
primarily ince it benefits only car pools (extension of existing bus lane), 
Also, it is not known at this time whether the project would require the 
relocation of a bus stop, at an estimated additional cost of approximately 
$300,000. Finally, benefits vs. disbenefits do not appear to be clearly 
defined, b sed on available information. 
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PRIORITY IV PROJECTS 

LOW COST OPERATIONS ORIENTED PROJECTS 

II-22 





H 
H 
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N 
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TABLE IV 

PRIOUlTY IV I.OW COST OPERATIONS ORIENTED PROJECTS 

Project 
Cost 

(Millions) 

Montclair Connection, 
l'ha:;e 11 

Exact Fare Route 
llu:; Fare Boxes 

7. 8 

:.1. 1 

2. 0 

Total "A" Ranked Projects 
Total "B" Ranked Projects 
Total "C" Ranked Projects 

NOTE: N/A=not applicable 
n.a-not available 

Total 

197 8. 
Cost 

(Millions) 

4. 8 

2.0 

1.4 

Priori!.L_!_IL 

12. 9 
0.0 

__ o. o 
12. 9 

Current 
Daily 

Passenger 
Trips 

5,040 

n.a. 

Cumulative 

5 71. 2 
4.0 

_.!!Lcl. 
589.5 

Rank Remarks 

lA The project is estimated to produce an 
annual net sa~ing (taking into account 
revenue loss) of at least $131,000 

2A 

3A 

(1978 dollars). Savings are understated 
since the bulk of lo:;t r:t,lers would 
switch to bus and the project would ju 
fact induce new ridership, Assuming a 
50-yr. project life, present worth_o• 
net operational plus capital investment 
savings would be at least $14.36-milllon. 
This figure less present.worth of the 
project cost is $8.37-million. 



! 
i 

• I · .. 
"- Ra!nk: lA · 

P:ro·ectco t "". $7.8-millibn 

Thi · project, for the ~ompletion of the Montclair conn~ction, Is ranked 
. as lA · wit~ n this prio:rity grdµping and recommended for. inclusion in. Transpac 
· due to its significant operational cost savings and user benefits it produces. 

The projec will permit disc~ntinuance of Boon~on Line service east of Mont-
. ciair, i.e.,. all. Boonton Line trains would be routed via the Montclair Branch. · 

This opera ional modificatiop wiU result in a sigtiificant net cost savings4 It 
is estimat <i · that net annual i operational savings (allowing for revenue loss) in 

. 1978 dolla s would be appriol(:iin~tely. $l3l,00O. ·. A capital cost saving of . 
·. approxima ely 0.5 ... m,Qlion d~llars (1978 dollars) would also be realized due to 

station an bridge rehab,ilitation on.the. Boonton Line.east of Montclair which 
would ,not have to be uride.riaken.<· Assuming a proje~t life of. 50-years, the 
present w rth of total net. savings. (present. worth of p0-year' .operational net ·• 

. . savings, pl s · present ·worth ?f station/bridge rehabilit~ltion :cost, less present .. 
·• w<>rth ·of t e capital <cost c,f the Montclair Connection project) is estimated at· 
. 8;4-miUion dolla:r~ ·· · 1 . · · · · · 

. . . . . . . . . . . ... ··: . ; . ., ... .• - .. - _- . . . . . .. - .·· ; 

.. -• -. _ It s ould be noted that theiestimated revenue loss-($55,O00 in 1978), 
·due to pat onage losses .frcnt Gleri ~idge to Al'iirigton stations, 1s overstat~d 

.. if ~ooked a froma ntransit ~~stem." bas~s: That is, ll_l?St raii riders lost would 
· .. switch. to · us; not auto. Strc;mg competitive bus·. service al:ready · accoun-ts fqr 

.. the minor patronage at st4tions east of Montclair •. J?re~ntly there are 
.· ·_app,roxima ely_l30 au.:day e~stpoundboardings at Glen Ridge (most of whom 
· could swi ch . to·... Montclair.. Branch service):' :and . a · combined. · total · of 
approxirna ely 170 all~day'ea~tboundpoardings f:rorn Rowe Street to Arlington 
stations ( ost of whom would switc.h to. bus). It should also be noted that 

.' estimat~ perational cost skvings Were based on existing ~onditions. It does 
not take i to account the , ppssible additional savings whlc11 would accrue .if 
tl1e operat ng deficit for th~ Hqbokert Division wer~ compijted using tne RaH . 
Services P ao,ning OffiGe (RS!PO) Standard. · ·· . · .· .·.. . · . . . . · . · · ·· 

I -

. The prOjE!ct has. user las well as operational ·benefits. The imm_ediate' 
benefit to the traveling public. will be the availability of a new rail route· 
providing irElct access from the Boonton Line service. area to the. Newark 
. CBD.· Th · 13qontort Llne .currently has a large :comm.uter sh~d but does not 
serve New rk. Current. daily round trip ridership west of Montclair is ap"". 
proxiniatel 25211 riders. A~cess to the GBD should directly result in rider'"'. 
ship grow · over· tfme •.. spepi(fc projections are not-currently available •. ·. In 
the adven of the Kearny qonnection, the _ Montclair connection w()lild also ·. 
perrnit Bo' nton Line. ridersl to transfer. to M&E trains for access to·• Penn .· 
Station, : N q. - :This woqld jalso have a positive impact on ridership. . The _ 

· . project. wt ·. also have a .. positive impact·• on Auto Vehicle Miles Travelled in 
that curre t Montclair. Braneti riders who live west of Montclair could. board 
at closer · onton ·Lttie stations/ . . . . . . . 

···. . The only> true disbe~Jnt associated wit~ the project is that. it neces-. . 
· sit~tes the re.location of appt,oximate1y so families. · · ·••·. · · • · · ·· .. ·· · · · · · · 

.. '. · · r . I ·.. • 

l 
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Purcbase, of Fare GoUectiog Egnigroeot for Exact - Fare Bus Routes - Rank;. 2A 

Project Cost - $ 3~1~m:illion 

· Appr.oximately 70% of the equipment purchased will be used to replace 
antiquated and obsolete existing fare collection equipment. Continued use of 
the equipment would be detrimental both fr.om a security and maintenance 
standpoint. The remainder of the purchase will be for the equipping of buses 
presently without such devices. . Particularly with· respect to expansion of 
exact fare routes, the project will enhance the safety of both passengers and 
drivers as well as provide greater security for fare monies collected.. By 
eliminating the necessity· of drivers having to handle money to make change, 
potential thieves will-be discouraged from attempting to hold up buses on 
these routes~ · The new fare equipment·also ensures greater security for fare 
monies collected in that the money will remain in the exact· fare box until it 
is removed for processing at the garage from which the bus is assigned or a 

· central processing facility. · · 
. . . . . 

In addition to the above benefits, the new fare boxes will be designed·. 
· to permit electronic• data retrieval and display if such a capability is desired . 
at some time in_ the future •. - Following from the preceding, the project is 
ranked "A" and recommended for inclusion in Transpac. It is numerically 

· ranked below the Montclair connection only on the basis of relative order of. -
magnitude of directly measurable benefits. . . 

· Purchase of· Bus Ogerations §upDoct Vghi.9Ies -Rank: -.3A _ 

Project Cost - $2;.0-million ·. 

. This project, which will replace bus supportvehicles purchased prior to.· 
1960, is ranked "A" and recommended for inclusion in Transpac since its non--
implementation would have a serious detrimental operational impact. It is 
numerically ranked below the purchase of fare boxes only due to the 
passenger/driver safety related implications of that project. - For practical·. 
purposes, this project could · be considered of equal rank. If the vehicles. in 
question, including tow trucks, service trucks and vehicles for the trans-
portation of operations and mairitertance supervisory personnel are not pur-
chased there will be a progressive decline in the effectiveness of the oper-
ations and maintenance efforts of the. State's subsidized bus operators.· .. As 
the existing antiquated fleet of vehicles continues to age and more vehicles 
are taken out oi service, operations and maintenance personnel will not be 
able to respond promptly to bus breakdow.ns · which will in turn cause sig-
nificant delays and interruptions of service. . This. would discourage new 
ridership and perhaps lead to a decline in current riders. In time, this re-
duction in maintenance capabilities may result in a more accelerated deter"'.' -
ioj-ation . of rolling. stock w hieh · will again impact· the. operations and level of' 
service provided by the operators. . . · 
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PRIORITY V PROJECTS 

MODERATE COST PROJECTS OF SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT 
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Project 

Camden Transp. Center, 

Kearny Connection 

H 
H Long-haul Route 
I lius Radios 

Iv 
--.J Pasc·ack Valley Double Trlc. 

Netcong Extension 

Meadowlands Transit 

s~caucus Transfer 

TAIH.E V 

PRIORITY V, MODERATE COST PROJBCTS OF SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT 

Project 1978 
Cost Cost 

(Millions) (Millions) 

19.0 14.8 

5·5. 0 39.3 

20.0 n.a. 

32 .l. 24.9 

22.0 14.3 

19.4 14.0 

47.8 35. 1 

1985 
Estimated 
Avg.D;lily 
Pass .Tri.ps 

10,500 

19,400 

n.a. 

6,900 
(5,300 N.J.) 

480 

n.a. 

23,.400 
(19,000 N.J.) 

Cap.Cost 
(1978 $) 
Per 1985 

Uail.y Tries Rank 

$1410 IA 

$2026 2A 

n.a. 3B 

$3609 4C 

$29792 5C 

n. a. 6C 

$1500 7C 

Re111arks 

Patronage does not include bus 
transfers to avoid double count-
ing. Total daily movements, i.e., 
with transfer. i~ 19,000 

Project coit does not include 
cost of additional cars which 
may be required for ridership 
increases. 

Order of magnitud~ cost estimate. 

Project.requires dev~lopment. 

Project is of .hifh cost relative 
to apparent benefit. 

Project, as stated, needs 
development. Pottions of the 
project are treated under 
related geographic area projects 
to a lesser extent. 

Preliminary study results in-
dicate .the project may be of 
minimal user be~eflt and of 
system disbenefit. Detailed 
analysis required for further 
evaluat{on. Project cost does 
not lnclude cost of additional 
cars requ1red to accommodate 
the substantial number pf prb-
Je~ted bus diversions. 



H 
H 
I 

N 
·:JO 

Total "A' Ranked Projects 
Total "B" Ranked Projects 
Total "C" Ranked Projects 

TAIIU•: V(Continui!d) 

PRIORITY V MODERATE COST PROJECTS OF SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT 

Total 

Priority V 

20.0 
121. 3 

215.J 

CumulatJve 

24.0 
_!)5~ 
804 .8 



TAULE V (Continued) 

PRIORITY V TRANSIT GOALS IMPACTS 

Transit Mode 
Travel Time Saving Support Promote Transit Resident Use1· 

Auto Uus Non- Land Use Joint Dependent Base For User Envi1·011 Level of 
Prnject Diver. Diver. User User Avg. Pluils Develop. Mobility NYC/Phila. Safety Amenities Impact Se1·vice ---

C1unden Tn,nsp. Positive N/A Positive Positive Positive Signif. Signif. Positive Positive Positive Signif. Positive Positive 
Center 

l(eurny Moderate Smull Moderate Sm. Loss Moderate Consistent N/A N/A Positive Positive Signif. n.a. Signif. 
Connection 

H Dus Hudio n.a. N/A Positive N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Positive N/A N/A Positive 
H 
I Pascuck Valley n.a. n.a. n.a. 11.a. 11.a. • Consistent N/A N/A Positive Positive Moderate n.a. Moderate 

N Double Track ,o 
Netcong n.a. n.a. Positive N/A N/A Consistent N/A N/A Positive Positive Moderate Positive Moderate 

Extension 

Meudowllmds n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. Consistent N/A N/A N/A Positive Moderate n.a. Signif. 
Transit 

Secaucus Small Signif. Small Sm. Loss Sm. Loss Consistent N/A N/A Positive Positive Moderate n.a. Small 
Transfer 

NOTE: N/ A = npplicnhle 01· marginal 
n.u. = not t1v11ilt1ble 



Pro·ect Co t..,. $19.0-million , 
.. I 

This project is ranked first in its category based upon the following 
primary co siderations.: , 

I 
The high level of its Jontribution toward supporting the City of Cam-
den' · program and pla~s for the revitalization of the Camden CBD. Its 
imp ct on support of hmd use plans and promoting joint development is 
sign·ficant. i 

I 

Nee for a facility c!apable of efficiently providing for coordinated 
mul i-modal transportation servi.ces., especially in light of high pro-· 
ject d •. Camden CBD f oriented travel demand increases due to new 
maj r traffic generators• associated with the . CBD's redevelopment, 
e.g., VA Hospital, cboper Medical Center, Coµrt House Complex, 
Cou ty and City Offices, new housing, etc., 

The cumulative positiive impacts of the project's remaining benefits, 
. which include: Encouragement of transit usage with attendant auto 
dive sions; provide a more efficient operational base .for bus operators; 
redu e travel time; better serve the needs of transit dependents; 
redu e traffic congest1on and; provide passenger amenities. · 

Proj ct cost not proh:ibitive and reasonable with respect to benefits 
deri ed. ' 

The project is well a~vanced. The City of Camden has submitted a 
fina application to U,MTA. The project has the full support of all 
concerned parties in t~e Camden area. 

It sh uld be noted that the Camden Transportation Center would serve 
as the common focal point of the existing P ATCO Lindenwold Line and the 
proposed t •. Laurel and/or ;Glassboro extension. P ATCO passenger move-
ments at he Center would! be expected to increase significantly in that 
event. H wever, in that the PATCO extension proposals are currently 
undergoing alternatives analysis at the request of UMTA and since the ex-
tensions d not realistically i appear capable of implementation in the short 

case, they were hot considered in the project ranking process. 

- Rank: 2A 

Pro ·ect Co t - $55 .• Q-,.million 
• I 

This project was rank~d second in. its category principally due to its 
high magni ude of benefit in the areas of travel time savings and level of 
service im rovement in the • form of provision of direct access to midtown 
Manhattan, i.e., Penn Statfop, NYC, as opposed to the present transfer to 
PATH at oboken. Although the project would result in a.. travel time dis-
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benefit to M&E rail riders not utilizing the direct access service and to bus 
riders not diverted to the service, on the assumption that frequency of bus 
service would be reduceddue to diversions, the disbenefitwould be nominal. 

Preliminary Trans-Hudson study data indicates that .direct access 
project users, estimated at 9,700 daily persons, including 1,200 auto users, in 
1985, would average a 10-minute saving per trip, saving for an individual user 
depending upon his specific final destination in Manhattan. On the basis ofa 
time value of 6-cents per minute, annual savings to users would be 
approximately 3.2 million dollars.. It should be noted that the estimated 
ridership is for the M&;E only. Boonton Line transfer access was not assumed 
for this analysis. · · · · 

It is estimated that 1985 users would include approximately 1,700 bus 
diversions or approximately ·· a 53% reduction in total corridor NYC bus 
ridership (estimated at 3,200 round trips without DRAP). Expected service 
cutbacks would result in an estimated average travel time loss of approx-
imately 2_.minutes per trip for remaining NYC bus riders. However, con--
sidering the magnitude of the loss and the fact that the M&E corridor is not 
considered "bus territory" in any case, the disbenefit is considered marginal. 
M&E riders not using the. direct access service, estimated at 5,100 round trips 
in 1985, are also estimated to experience an average time loss of 2'-minutes 
per trip. Again,> this is not considered significant. Combined annual "non-
userll rail and bus time losses are estimated at 0.4 million dollars in 1985. 
This yields a 1985 system net annual savings of 2.8 million dollars. 

The project was ranked below the Camden Transportation Center for 
the following reasons: 

The Kearny Connection is not as critical a project as such. It provides 
a ".new" service that substantially raises the system's level of service. 
However, the existing level of service is not inadequate. Conversely,· 
the Camden Transportation Center addresses more immediate needs. 
Failure to implement the project would provide a serious. obstacle to 
the City's realization of its CBD revitalization program and also lead 
to erosion of transportation level of service as travel demand 
increases. The Center also directly contributes to .the improvement of 
mobHity for the transit dependent.. · 

The differential in the magnitude of project costs is substantial, with 
the Kearny Connection costing approximately 2.9 times as much as the 
Center. On a cost per daily user basis, the Connection costs 
approximately 1A times as much. While absolute cost and cost per 
rider do not necessarily reflect a project's "worth" in terms of neces-
sity or benefits derived, they are useful in determining. project jus"" 
tification and priority when looked at while considering those needs 
and benefits, as well as budgetary· constraints. In that context they 
reinforce. ranking the Kearny Connection below the Camden Trans-
portation Center. It should also be noted that project cost as stated 
does not take into account any additional rolling stock requirements 
that may be needed to handle added patronage due to bus and auto 
diversions, estimated at 2,900 round trips in1985. 

II-31 



p 

p 

Radios for Lon LHaul Buses - Rank: 3B 

C 

Pro ·ect C st-$ 20.0-rriillion 

Th Operationaland fringe benefits associated withthe purchase of 2-
way radio and ancillary equipment for aJ1 long-haul commuter bus routes 

. over 20- iles in the Stats have been identified. In brief, they include: 
Improvem nt of operating pt-ocedures in the area of scheduling flexibility to 
meet vari tions in demand; ,more efficient vehicle utilization following from ' 
the prece ing; minimize delays due both to traffic conditions/accidents an¢ 
bus break owns and; increas~ security/safety of riders and the publi:c at large 
through t e ab.ility to quickly establish contact with emergency, police and 
fire .servi es. In order to develop criteria and to determine allocation by 
carrier a d the quantity rand geogra.phic location of base stations and 
microwav towers, further: study is required and will be undertaken by 
NJDOT, h wever, the projetjt can be advanced within Transpac's time frame. 
Consideri g the need for development, the project is ranked as a 11B11 rather 
than an" !!project at this time. It is recommended for inclusion in Transpac 
on an· as f nds available ba~is. It should be noted that the project would be 
ranked be w the preceding projects in this priority grouping, regardless of its 
implemen atfon status, sine~ it is of less immediate need. 

rovements -
Rank: 4C 

Pro ·ect C st - $32.l ..;million 

At· this time it is .not clear as to what the actual short term, i.e., 
through 1 85, demand for ir,,creased frequency and capacity on this line will 
be, consid ring both "norm~l" growth and the \mpact of the development of 
the. Hack nsack Meadowlands. J . .ikewise, potential demand growth con-
straints, s em ming from possible station access and capacity limitations, need 
b.e explor d. It is also uncl¢ar as to the magnitude of impact on .current bus 
operators resently serving 1this corridor with respect to NYC oriented trips. 
This infor ation should be available through a combination of the results of 
the Hack nsack Mea.dowlan~s Transportation Study, when finalized, and the 
Main/Bergen/Pascack Valle~ Corridor Study. It should be noted thatprovision 
for expec ed "normal" rail: growth, as well as assuring an adequate spare 
ratio, hav been addressed as a Priority 1 project; calling for the purchase of 
4 cab cars Present round trip ridership is approximately 3200 passengers per 
day with 1985 projected at ~pproximately 3450 under ''normal" growth. 

. . ' 

· Co sidering .tha.t the \evel of investmentf or the project is substantial, 
it is cons dered prudent to; reserve judgement on it until data is available 
from the Main/Bergen/Pas~ack Valley Corridor Study, and therefore is not 
recommen ed for inclusionih Transpac atthis time. · 
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E-L Electrification - Netcong Extension - Rank: 5C 

Project Cost - $22.0-million 

This project is ranked low primarily due to the project's high estimated 
capital cost (1978 dollars) per daily 1985 passenger trips, estimated at 
$29, 792 on the basis of 240 round trip riders (480 passenger trips). The 
projected patronage is based on "normal" growth only, in that data pertaining 
to possible generated ridership due to the improvement is not available. 
However, even a 10-fold increase over the 1985 "normal" growth estimate 
would still yield a cost per passenger estimate of roughly $3,000. Also, a 
portion of any generated ridership would be through diversions from Dover 
Station, i.e., existing rail riders, and bus diversions. Finally, one advantage 
that has been cited for the extension is that it would provide access to the 
Newark CBD. via the M&E, thereby stimulating ridership. However, 
construction of the Montclair Connection would also provide Newark CBD 
access. 

The project is not without merit in that it would reduce VMT, raise 
level of service, and have the potential for stimulating ridership growth. It 
would also provide the stations with direct access to Manhattan if the Kearny 
Connection were constructed (without electrification, "transferf! access would 
be possible if the Montclair Connection were constructed). The questipn is 
whether, based on available data, the benefits derived justify the cost, 
especially relative to other projects. 

Based on the preceding, it is recommended that the project not be 
included in Transpac at this time .. However, if further project development 
should indicate that the project has a higher benefit/cost relationship than 
presently indicated, it could be reconsidered at that time on a funds available 
basis. 

Hackensack Meadowlands District Transit - Rank: 6C · 

Project Cost - $19.4-million 

The project as stated herein, is not recommended for inclusion in 
Transpac at this time. Explanations pertaining to the project's individual 
components are presented in the following paragraphs. 

Purchase of . five . rail cars to meet existing needs and to allow for 
n:ia,rket growth - This portion of the project is addressed as a Priority I pro-
ject, i.e., "Pascack Valley Improvements - Equipment Purchase'1, which calls 
for the purchase of 4 cab cars. The purchase is estimated to provide an 
adequate spare ratio and satisfy "normal" growth through 1985 . 

.E>urchase of 4 cars and .1 locomotive for the Pascack Valley for work 
trips to the Meadowlands - This segment of the project was considered 
within this priority grouping under the "Pascack Valley Improvements, Double 
Tracking and Related Improvements" project. It should be noted that the 
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Meadowlan 's project does hot include the cost .. of double tracking, which 
would be r quiredfor the OJ;leration of an additional train set. The cost for 
double tra king would be approximately 26.6-miUion dollars. As in the case 
of the "Do ble Track''. proje~t. this segment. of the. "Meadowlands11 project.· is · 
recommen ed for deferral 4ntil results of the Main/Bergen/Pascack Valley 
Corridor S.1.1dy·areavailab.le,i 

I 
, I • : ' 

• · .. ·. I 

Pur hase of 3 cars and l locomotive for Hoboken to the Meadowland.s· · 
. tl_'avel i.e. reverse commute and 3 ears and 1 loeomotive for Meadowlands 
to . Hobok n (NYC) . demarid - The project segment, as stated, is not 
recommen ed for inclusioniiil Transpae at this time for the reason stated for 
the preee ing project element~ . However, once an operating plan is for-
mulated,. i may be possible Jto . handle the . described servi~es with a shuttle 
service. ttiat sense, the iproject. would be more of an operational tha11 a 
lfcapital'' i proveme11t. · ' · · 

I 
. •· . . . I 

. J?ur hase of 20 transit buses for. service int0. out of· a.nd within the 
Meadowlands District - Projects for. the acquisition of buses in addition to 
those with'Il the basfo 'l'raf\spac bus purchase program (PANYNJ and non-
PANYNJ. a eas) are not recommended for inclusion inTranspac at this time. 
Decisions oncerning the n~ed for · any additional new equipment should be 
deferred u. til results of .the .. · 11Ti:-ansportation Efficiency and·. Effectiveness'' · 
technical . tudy are ayailabl~ ... One of. the conclusions of this study· may be 
that the ervice can be ptjovided without acquisition of .additional buses, 
through sh· ftsin th.e existing: fleet. 

i 
! 

. . . I 

Ana ysis based onpreriminary resuJtsof the!ITrans-Hudson Rail Oper ... 
ations . Pl nning and Marijet Artalysislf . technical study OT-09:-0037/69) 
indicates hat the Secaµcusi transfer would save users, estimated at 11,7Q0 
daily roun. trip riders. (9,so:o frdmN.J. stations) Jn 1985, an average. or ap-
proximate! 2.3-minutes peritrip. On the basis of a time value of 6-cents per 
minute, this would yield an/ annual savings to total t1sers of approximately 
872-thousa11d dollars. How~ver it is estimated that Hoboken division Main-
line/Berge Co./Pascack Vahey rail riders desiring to continue to Hoboken,. 
estimat.ed tapproximately.·~1,000 In 1985, would•lose·.an averageof approxi-. · . 
. mately .2 .... inutes per trip .. Likewise bus.r.idersto NYQwhowould not.switch' 
to rail, estimated at 33,900 paily roundtrii;>s in 1985, are projected to exper-
ience a sli M time loss. Ttje aggregate fesult is that on a system basis the 
project is projected to pro<iuce a small negative travel time savings. . This 
result doe not include traviel time disbenefit to Northeast Corridor riders, 
that woul . b~ expected to ~e in the range of 2:-3 minutes per trip for those 
trains exp riencing the addi~ional station stop . .. •. . .· I . 

', " : .. . •. ' 

. Wit }espect to bus ~idership, the project is. estimated to derive ap;_ · 
proximate y 83% ofjts µsers from pus diversions, approximately 9,470 round 
trips per d y.Thiswould reduce corridor NYC busridershipby approxlmately 
22%. The expected bus service reduction accounts for the .. projected travel 
time loss or, remaining rid~rs. The significant ridership loss, accompanied · 

' .. 
I 
I 

i 



by revenue. loss and anticipated · service cutbacks, would also adversely 
impact the bus companies serving the corridor, along with their employees. 
The impact would be most significant in the case of those long haul operators 
that are still in a solvent condition. 

The stated project cost of $47.8 million is based on preliminary esti-
mates only. Also the project as stated herein does not take into consideration 
requirements for additional rolling stock to accommodate the projected added 
daily ridersnip of approximately 10,680 persons (bus plus auto diversions) in 
1985. 

Based on the preceding, the Secaucus. Transfer project is not recom-
mended for inclusion in Transpac at this time. Preliminary analysis indicates 
that disbenefits far outweigh the minirnal time savings to users. However; 
the "Trans-Hudson Rail Operations Planning and .Market Analysis" study 
includes the project within the scope .of its alternatives analysis. The study is 
scheduled for completion in the spring of 1979. The project should be 
reexamined at that time to determine whether in fact it has merit. 
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PRIORITY VI PROJECTS 

HIGH COST PROJECTS OF SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT 
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TABLE VI 

PRIORITY Vl 1 HIGH COST PIWJECTS O.F SIGNIFICANT BENEl'lT 

Project 1978 
Cost Cost 

Project (Millions) (Millions) 

NJCL Lakewood Ext. 84.2 5 7. 8 

PATCO W. Beilin Ext.* 96.4 58.7 

l'ATCO Atco Ext. 19 3. 4 117. 7 

Maj.or Commuter Rail 
Station Improvements ll. a• 11. a. 

Bayonne L.R.T. 83.8 58.4 

Secaucus Conn. 156.0 104.5 

1985 
Estimated 
Avg.Daily 
Pass.Trips 

12,300 

7,600 

9,600 

73,400 

22,500 

31,200 
(25,300 NJ) 

Cap.Cost 
(197 8 $) 
Per 1985 

Daily Trips Rank 

$ 4,699 Ill 

$ 7,724 2C 

$ 12,260 :JC 

n.a. 4C 

$ 2,596 4C 

$ 3,349 5C 

*Cost not included in the total for "C" ranked projects to avoid double counting. 
Cost o.f tlte West Berlin extension included in the Atco extension. Cost of Core 
Plan included in tlte sum of the Mt. Laurel and Glassboro extensions. 

Remarks 

Fi11al operational co11sideratlons 
are not as yet firm. Rall 
operations plan reqoired. 

Capital/operational costs need 
opdating. Patronage needs update. 
Connector highway implication 
needs.to be addressed. 

Same as for W. Berlin Extension. 

Project needs development. 

Project, as currently defined, has 
11umerous draw!,acks. Req11Jres 
further developme11t to determine 
if redefinition will improve the 
concept. 

Preliminary study results indicate 
low return on investment and pos-
sible si8~ificant disbenefits. 
Results of detailed an~lysis 
required. Project cost does not 
include cost of cars r~qufred for 
electric/non-electric operation, 
in suffi~ient quantity to accom-
modate significant projected bus 
diversions. 
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Project 

P A'fCt) CORE PLAN* 
PA'rCO Mt. Laurel Ext. 
PA'fCO Glassboro Ext. 

Total "Au Ranked Projects 
Total u~u Ranked Projects 
Total "C" Ranked Projecti. 

!ABI.E Vl.(Continut«.I} 

PRlORI'rY VI, HlGII COST PROJF.C'J'S O.F SIGNIFICAN-1' BF.t!EFIT 

Project 
Cost 

(Millions) 

349.3 
'H2.8 
665.2 

Prioritl 

0.0 
8~.2 

VI 

1671.2+ 
1755.4+ 

19 78 
Cost 

(Millions) 

1985 
Estima.ted 
Avg.Daily 
Pass.Trips 

212.4 
333.3 
387.0 

17,000 
33,000 
36,390 

Cumu 1. at ive 

645.2 
1()8.2 

1806. 6+ 
2560.2+ 

Cap.Cost 
(1978 $) 
Per 1985 

Daily Trips 

$ 12,494 
$10,100 
$ 10,635 

Rank 

6C 
7C 
SC 

*Cost not inclu,te·d 1n the total for· "C" ran-ked proJects t·o avoid double count1ng. 
Cos.t of the West Berlin extension incl11ded ii1 the Atco extension. Cost .of Core 
Plan included ·in the su.m of the Mt. Laurel and Glaa'sboro extensions. 

Rema:rks 

Alternatives analysis study in 
progress. Need results prior 
t~ possible furiher advancement 
to the projects as stated or in 
the form of an alternative. 



Table VI (Continued) 

PlllOlUTY VI TRANSIT GOALS IMPACTS 

Transit Mode 
Travel Time Saving Support Promote Transit Resident Use1· 

Auto Bus Non- Land Use Joint Dependent 811se for Use1· Environ Level of 
P1·ojeel Diver. Diver. User User Avg. Plans Develoe. Mobility NYC/Phila. Safely Amenities Impact. Service 

NJCL L11kewood Mod. Mod. Mod. N/A Mod. Consistent N/A N/A Positive Positive Signif. l'ositive Signif. 
EKl. 

PATCO Positive n.a. Positive n.a. n.a. Co11sistent N/A Positive Positive Positive Mod. Positive Moderate 
W •. Bel'lin Ext. 

H PATCO Ateo Positive n.a. Positive n.a. n.u. Consistent N/A Positive Positive Positive Mod. Positive Moderate 
H Ext. 
I 

w Mujor Sta. J1np. Positive n.a. n.a. N/A N/A Consistent n.ll. N/A Positjve Positive .Mod. n.a. Moderate \.0 

Buyonne L.lt.'I'. Low Signif. Mod. II.a. n.a. Consistent N/A N/A N/A Positive Signif. n.a. Moderate 

Secaueus.Conn. Low Signif. Small S11i. Loss Small Consistent N/A N/A Positive Positive. Moel. n.a. Mode1·ate 

PATCO Co1·e Positive n.u. Positive n.a. n.a. Consistent Pos. Positive Positive Positive Sign if. Positive Signif. 
Pion 

l'ATCO Mt. Positive· 11.a. Positive 11.ll. ·11.a. Consistent Pos. Positive Positive Positive Signif. ·Positive Signif. 
Laur.el Ext. 

PATCO Glu:,;s- Positive II.I.I. Positive n.a. n.a. Consistent Pos. Positive Positive Positive Signif. Positive Signif. 
bo1·0 Ext. 

Nole: N/A = not applicable or marginal 
n.li. not available 



An electrified Lakewood Extension, including electrification and 
rolling sto k, is ranked first within this priority grouping based upon results 
presented in the draft final report of the "Improvement and Extension of 
Commuter Transportation S~rvices in Monmouth and Ocean Counties11 tech-
nical stud , July 1978. The service is estimated to handle 12,300 daily pas-
senger trip in 1985 with roughly 3,600 or more of these due to auto diversion. 
The proje t is projected to reduce VMT due both to diversions and shorter 
station ac ess trips for current rail riders who reside in the inland service 
area and g nerally commute to the more northerly non-coastal stations. Due 
to the rap· d growth projected for southern Monmouth and northern Ocean 
Counties, he new service is not expected to cause either coastal rail or bus 
diversions n the sense that these services are projected to continue to grow, 
with 1985 patronages above current levels (in the case of the coastal rail 
service it as assumed that the line would be upgraded to 60 miles per hour 
design spe d, this work is in progress). By the year 2000, patronage on the 
Lakewood service is projected to grow to approximately 18,850 daily 
passenger rips. The report indicates that on .a system basis, i.e., bus plus 
rail, the L kewood extension "system" including improvement of the existing 
coastal se vice as noted above, would produce a lower overall 1985 deficit 
than conti uance of present services. Unfortunately, discrete information 
isolating i pact of the extension itself is not currently available. However, 
it at least appears reasonable to assume that the extension would not have 
more than a slight negative impact on deficit at worst and actually should 
have at le st a small positive impact at best. 

Alt ough an electrified Lakewood Extension appears to have con-
siderable erit, it was ranked as a 11B" level project primarily on the basis of 
high capit 1 cost per passenger trip (approximately $4,700 per daily trip) and 
since exist"ng transit services in the overall corridor can satisfy demand and 
provide an adequate level of service, at least in the short term, although not 
at as high a level of servi~e and as efficiently as in combination with the 
extension. At this time the project is recommended for inclusion in Transpac 
if funds a e available after considering 11B11 projects in preceding priority 
groupings. r:Iowever, it app~ars that the extension can not be accommodated 
without fu ds in addition to Transpac regardless of "A" vs "B" ranking due to 
its relativ ly high cost and limited funds available after incorporation of "A" 
projects in preceding priority groupings. 

It hould be noted that the Department, at the request of local 
officials a d citizens in Monmouth and Ocean Counties, will reexamine the 
merits of instituting diesel' service to various potential inland points, for 
future con ideration. 
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. p A TQQ. Extension to W~st .· B~rlin QC At~o- Ran!(~ 26 and. 3C re~pective~y 

·.·.• 1>roj~ct Cost-->$96.4-million and $193A~~illi~ri respecti~ely .·. 

. .. . Neither the ~x1:etISionto West Ber ii~ .nor the further ~xtensiori. to A ico .· . 
can be recommended :for inclusfon:i1iTranspac at this time~ First;success of .. . ··• a West .Berlin StatiorJ is predi~~.ted<:on; the construction of a crpss,-county .. 
connector highway whicti would serve· the station from U~S. 30, or beyond, on 

.·· the so1,1th and N~J. Route 73~ or beyond,. on the north and east. Preset1ta:ccess 
to the proposed· statjon site is inadequate. A determination would have to be · 

. made of whether the road project .could be initiated early. enough to permit 
· either of the extensions to .fa)l within the program time frame; whether funds. 

could: be obtained for the connector and whether it would be cost justified on 
its own, or if not, whether .the• extensfon project(sl would still be considered 
viable. · Second, preliminary information indicates that facto.rs in,fluencing 

· both project cost and anticipated patr.oriages may have· come. int9 play 
subsequent to completion of the DRPA technical study that includeq analysis· 
of these extensions, final report dated December, 1975.· Thi~ aspect would. 

· have to· be .· investigated prior to programming. Third, it appe!lrs. that 
. regardless of rank within this priority group~ng, .funds 1n addition to Transpac 

· · ·.· would·be required due to magnitude· of cost/based on available data. 
• . ' ••.• t . . • 

· Major Qqmmuter ij,ailStaiiqg Improve:m9nts Rank~ 4C .• ··.·. ·. 

Prpject ·Cost ·· Undetermined ·.· 

'... .•, .· .. The project would be. statewid~in scbpe, althougtrevery statiQ!1 would ·. 
not nec¢ssarily be inciuded or receivEfthe ~e,.me level of treatment. The cost .·. 
element whicn puts the· project ht the. high>eost.category is· the provision of 
high level platforms, including .canopies ~ncl ramps, along with attendant 
1;antlet. tracks and signal modificati~n$• as necessary, The operationally . 

. · oriented function of high level platfotms. is to.· reduce stat.ion dwell time. . 
. · Where heavy per train loadings occur, especially wheri high frequency service ' 

is operated, ie., to maintain desired helidways~ . From an operations standpoint . 
this is not a current factor:Jor: Ne\:V': Jersey stations with low level platforms. 
Therefore benefit derived would f au irito the ·area of passenger. convenience, 
and a potential .smalltime savings if in fact dwell. time. could be.somewhat 

. r.educed. However, it is ·recognized that Section 504 regulations, when . 
published, will have a long Jerm impac;t with respect to provi$ions requiring ··· 

· : · fuU accessiblity at "key" statiqrls. This issue wiil. ha~e to.· be addressed· in 
' terms of how and to what e~tent it wUldictate an overall Jllajor improvement 
program, in<=luding- emphasis on ~ccessibility. vs. other types of imajor statfon ·. work. · · · ··· ··. · · · · · · ·· .·· 

. . ... 

Due t~ the ·.need for. Jurther Qe\'el~pment, .. the project is not . 
recommended for inclusion inTrB:rispac af .thi;s time. · · · 



Pro ·ect Co t - $83~8.:.million 1 • 

. · Ben fits _derived frorrl the project, extending from Journal Square to 
West 8th S reet, consist of a [travel time savingJor the estimated 11,250 daily · 
1985 round trip passengers and a substantial increase in amenities .. Examples 
of· time. sa ings, over bus s~rvice to Jqurnal Square, presented in the draft 
final repor of the "TransitiService - Bayonne to Jersey City'' study, range 

··from 14-m nutes with a Broa!dway and 53rd Street origin to 2~minutes with an 
Avenue B · nd 53rd Street Origin. The report states tnat for trips between 
Bayonne a d Journal Square! 31 % of the. population of the study aljea would 
experience improved tra.nsi~ service. However, service would be' equal in 

. convenience compared to existing bus service .for 60% of the population.and 
worse for· the remaining 9~ of the population.· This i!:i due to the non-
centralize , with respect to Jhe Bayonne peninsula, alignment of the light rail 
service. F r the same reason the service does not appear to be of. measurable 
benefit.to the elderly, poor! br· car-less •. ·Population. conce.ntrations of these·· 
groups are remote from the :line •. Also the service·. does not appear to serve 
these grou s, especially the ~lderly, too well as to destinations. Again due to 
alignment, although 83% of the· rail tripswoulq··be comprised of existing bus 
users, an xtensive feeder service would be required to serve the rail line in 
order to .. enerate the projected patronage and substantial additional non-
feeder ser ice maintained to provide bus-only service •. The result is. that a 

· bus subsid deficit .increase of $655,000 is. projected in terms of. 1975 dollars. 
The study eport indicates an overaU system, bus and rail, deficit increase of 
$430,000. ·. This assumes a rJn servic,e net profit of $225,000; based on 1974 
TNJ Newa k Subway operating cost experience. Based on· more current, 1977, 
financial d ta if appears tha(this may be overly optimistic. . . · 

. . 

.. ·. . .. Con idering that the'. projecti is not critical in nature i.e., existing 
adequate s rvice already exi$ts, evidenced in part bythe fact that ridership is 
estimated o be comprised qf approximately 94.5% of existing transit riders, 
and th~ [)r ceding discussiontit is not r.ecommended for inclusion in Transpac 
at tliis tim . Itis not necessarily unacceptable for animprovement project to 

. result in i creased subsidy. I However; it Is acceptable only if within reason .. 
and if be efits are significantly increased, normally iri terms of added 
patronage and/or justifiablei existing ridership level of service increase. In 
this instan e, 69% of servfce area population either receive no time--savings 
1:>enefit or acrue disbenefit from the project over existing conditions. It is 
recommen eel tl"rat alternative . proposals or modifications·.· to. the · current 
proposal, .g. aHgnment, b~ explored irl order to arrive at a more cost . 
effective d overall beneficJal Bayo11ne~Jersey City improvement. 

• I •• 

Pro;ect Co t - $156.0-:-rnillion 

Pre irrii11ary results f~om the Trans-Hudson Rail Operations. Planning . 
and Marke Analysis Study lndicate that: · . Average time saving for the ap-
proximate 15,600 round trip users (1985) of 4,-.rninutes per trip; average time 
loss for t e approximatelyi 41,000 impacted non~users {bus plus rail) of 
approxima ely one-half mint1te per trip; 78 percent of users from bus 
diversion ith. a correspondi~g drop of 28% in totaLNYC bound bus corridor 
ridership nd; estimated 19~5 auto diversions of 940 per day. Based on the 
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high project cost, low relative user benefit and non-user disbenefits, and the 
severe financial implications for presently solvent bus operations in the 
corridor and corresponding impact on employees regardless of solvency 
consideration, the project is not recommended for inclusion in Transpac at 
this time. It should be reevaluated when detailed analysis data is available 
from the Trans-Hudson study, scheduled for completion in the Spring of 1979. 
It should be noted that the project, regardless of rank within this priority 
group, does not appear capable of being accommodated within Transpac due 
to its high cost.. Funding• beyond Transpac would be required. It should be 
further noted that the statedi project cost does not include the purchase of 
rolling stock, capable of electric/non-electric operations, in sufficient 
quantity to handle the projected patronage. Preliminary order of magnitude 
estimates indicate that the purchase of 125 GTE's would cost approximately 
$243-million. Also not included are modifications to tracks, signals and 
traction power system on the Corridor, and at Penn Station, NYC in order to 
expand peak hour capacity to 26 trains. These improvements are contained in 
the Kearny Connection project since plans have indicated that it would be 
constructed first. 

PATCO Core Plan Extensions, Mt, Laurel Extension and Glassboro Extensicn -
Rank: 7C, 8C, 9C respectively 

Project Cost - $349.3-million, $572.8-million, and $665.2-million respectively 

Neither the PATCO Core Plan nor the Mt. Laurel and/or Glassboro 
extensions can be recommended for inclusion in Transpac at this Ume. The 
Delaware River Port Authority (DRPA) is currently engaged in ah UMTA 
funded alternatives analysis study to determine specifically what form the 
expansion of transit servic.es should take. • No realistic judgement can there-
fore be made concerning project programming until the results of the alter"". 
natives analysis are known. The study is scheduled for completion in ap-
proximately 2:.,;years. As currently stated, one or more of the projects can not 
be realistically accommodated within Transpac regardles$ of rank within this 
priority grouping due to. the magnitude of cost involved. Funding in addition 
to Transpac's ceiling would be required. 
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CHAPTER III 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE TRANSPAC PROGRAM 

Public Input on the Preliminary Transpac Recommendations · 

· The preliminary Transpac recommendations were subject to the scrutiny pf 
the pubUc, planning organizations and elected officials. Numerous comments and · 
suggestions were received. Toe majodty were of. a positive nature. With regard to 
the criteria and methodology used in the pr()ject evaluation and ranking process, no 
criticism was received and a number of respondents explicitly supported the 
approach. With very few exceptions, negative comments pertained to what was not 
included in the program rather than the projects that were recommended. That .is, 
Transpac did not accomplish enough for the particular geographical area of interest 
to the respondent. The suggested remedy ·was generally to do less elsewhere in the 
State. ·We.concur that Transpac does not satisfy even the State's short-range transit 
improvement needs. The recognition of this fact.is apparent in the State's current 
attempt to use transportation bonds, discussed later in the chapter, to provide 
additional short term funding. However, r.egarding Transpac itself, project selection 
must be made on an objective statewide basis, not from .. a regional/local 
persepective. Project selection must basically be a function of relative immediacy 
of need and public benefits vs. cost. This is not meant to imply that additional 
projects that were suggested did not have value. On the contrary practically all 
were meritorious and are being considered beyond Transpac. For example, the 
proposed transportation bond issue includes a number of projects Suggested by .the . 
public, such as: bus Shelters; bus and rail park and-ride facilities; bus stop signs; 
transit marketing program; . and joint. development urban initiative projects. 
Likewise, . the initiation of suggested major projects such as the Kearny· Connection 
and PATCO expansionare included in the State's 7-year Capital Program. Other 
recommended major projects are being considered for_ future implementation, 
subject to relative priorities, and funding. levels. 

One frequently expressed comment was the need for increased bus service, 
especially of a local nature, in lightly populated areas. It will therefore be discussed 
in some detail here. It was suggested tnat the bus purchase provide for fleet 
expansion instead of only replacement. In order to receive UMTA funds to expand 
the bus fleet it would be necessary to specifically justify why the expansion is 
needed. Suchjustification would normally be in the for.m ofa presentation of results 
or an in-depth, service area specific, study. At present, there is no tangible 
evidence to indicate the need for a statewide fleet expansion. An attempt to 
purchase additional buses as part of the statewide package would delay the 
immediate objective of fully modernizing the existing fleet. It shouldbenoted that 
more buses will actually be.· acquired· than will be replaced, since replacement. is to 
be on a seat-for-seat rather than a bus for bus basis. New transit buses generally 
have 47 seats as opposed to 53 seats in the buses to be .replaced. In addition, the 
exact placement of the buses is subject to. change, as the public transportation needs 
of the St~te change. We are not "locked" into an allocation based on current 
identified needs. Along that Une, one of the cqnclusions of the Transportation 
Efficiency and Effectiveness study, scheduled for completion this winter, may be 
that service can be provided with little or no additions· through route rationalizations · 
and shifts in the existing fleet.· This isan important consideration since an expanded 
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fleet implies that per a ting cost, ahd therefore subsidies, will increase in direct 
proportion to the in rease. 

One other s ggested. project jthat. re.quires.jndividualdiseussion, in that it 
. impacts several r.e ions, is the purch{lseof dUab-mode locomotives~ This equipment 
would be capable o .· operating on die~el power and electrical power. The purpose of 
acquiring this type of.equipment woU:ld be to permit direct access to Penn Station, 
~YC frompon-ele trified rail ~nes. I D~es~Lpowered l?comotives are not perr_n~t~ed 
m tunnels m Manh . Han. Candidate , rail lmes would mclude the Hoboken D1v1s1on 
diesel•· service• lin~s . (constru~tion of· the Secaucus. Connection required), the Raritan 
Valley Line and th North Jersey Co'ast Line (Bay Head• diesel service). However; 
there are a nltrnbe . of issues that need to be resolvedbefore the proposakcan be 
given . future·. cons deration.. . First; it would . be .· necessary . to determine the 
technological aspe ts of the equipment with respect to. cost of. production and 
maintenance, reli bility, performance characteristics and cornpatabiHty ·.with· 
existing equipment in a!'mixed" servfoe. Sec?nd, .a determination of added cost due 
to reha.bilitation .an . related work in!the tunnel and its vicinity is required. Third, 
dependin,g.· on the. umber,of addedlpeak~hour. trains arriving at Penn Statfon, a 
determination of t e extent of required capital improvements to increase capacity 
wouldhave tobe m de. Fourth, the ¢xpressed opinion .ofFRA tJ:lat additionaJ traffic 

· to NYC wouldrequ .re construction ora new high1evel bridge over the Hackensack 
River must •bereso ved. Fifth, and perhaps Jllost important,.Jhe en.tire question of 
how future 'NYC sl t:t are to be alloGated among all ·possible lines, electrified and 

. non-electrified,. mu t be resolved~ 1 . · · 

.. ... . . . .. . 1.. . ·. . 

. :·· ·. . . . ·.·.·.·. ······· ... J ... ·. ..·. ·. . . Based on. t e aggregate of jinputs l.'eceived, We . are confident that the 
approach used to 3yaluate and 1-a:nk projects .and the resulting preliminary 
recommendations .. ere acceptable ~o the majority of the pubUc iin light of the 
funding. constraints• inyolyed. Ther~fore,\the· .same evaluatfon approach . was used 
h~rein to arrive at the recommended Transpac program. · There is some differ.ence 
from the prelim. ary recommend~tions, but the changes f ollow.ed from the 
evaluation process rather than arbit;rary methods. ·. The following section. presents 
the,restilts of that .recess. · 

. I 

ecom mend a tfons : . . 
--------............ -.-......... -. - ............ --. - .................. --...... ---.-- r .·. . .. . .. · .. . • . . . .·. ··. . . • .. · .· . .·.. . 

Once projec s were ranked within priority groups, thtl last step1n arriving at 
· a recommended Tr nspac program was to examine>the results· in view of funciing 

constraints and per orm any fine tuning that wasr.equired.. . . · · · 
· .· · . ·.··. ··... ··•··· .. •.· .. i .·. ·... . .· ·.· . . · ...... · .. · .. ·.·· · i · 

. . . . Projects co tained Within . Pl'iordty Groups I and II {those essential for 
. maintenance ofse vice a,nd to complete initiated projects) accounted for $556~3 

minion •. Since thes. two groups.are consJderedtohave absolute priority, au projects 
are recommended.·. or Transpae i~clusion,. leaving a total of $43.7 million available 
for projects in follo ing priority groups. ·· . · . · . ·· 

- ' . : ' ' •, ' ' 1 -, ·_ ·,' - . . ·_ .:·- ' .. _ . ' 
Withirt\Prio ity. GroJ:{pS m aild IV ,(low cost m,er Oriented and low cost. 

· operations· oriented there were a to1tal of four "A" ranked projects, i.e., Hoboken 
·Terminallmprov.e ents, Montclair .. Connection•••• Phase·. ·II, .. Exact· Fare .Route ·Bus· 
Fare Boxes and Bus Service Y:ehicles. :The total cost of these projects. was· estimated 
at $14.9 · million. . L projects are ~ecommended for Transpac inclusion, reducing 
remaining available. funds to $28~8 mip.ion. ·· · · 

! 



The only remaining "A" .ranked. projects fell in Priority group ,y (moderate 
cost Projects). The Camden Transportation center ($19.0 million) was ranked first 
and the Kearny Connection ($55.0 million). second. The Camden Center is ... · · 
recommended ,for.Transpac inclusion. Although the Kearny Connection's evaluation - · 
indicated tbat ·it was a meritorious projectt it can not be recommended forTranspac .. _.·.· 

, at this time due to funding constraints. Inclusion of the Camden Transportation · 
Center. reduces total available funds to $9~8 million. ·· · 

: . . . . · .. ·, . . : ' . '• 

.. · The only "B'' ranked proj~ct that could b~ included within the- remaining 
available funds would be Phase m of the. Newark Subway Modernization_ ($4".""million). 
The project{basically high level platforms) was ranked "B1' on :the basis of its being-· 
amenities oriented rather than being required to provide a high level of service. It 
was recommended · for -. Transpac inclusion if funds · were . available and after 
considering "B" projects· in subsequent priority groups as to relative merit. Jt should 
be noted that the projeet falls into the same category of improvement as the "Major 
Commuter Rail Stations Improvements'.' (Priority VI). Likewise, Section 504 
regulations, when published, will have the same general impact with .respect to. full 
accessibHity at "key" s'tations. Therefore, it appears that Section 504 issues for both -

· . commuter rail and _the N:ewark. subway need to be resolved within the conteJ:t of ·a 
statewide system rather than. on a mutually exclusive basis~. In particular, the level. 
of effort required and potential funding sources need to be determined~ 

·. . . . : . 

. Considering the preceding, it was det~rmined that theremaining.$9.8-.million 
should be used for options other than Phase -Ill of the Newark Subway. A policy 
decision was made by the Department to reserve $6.0-million for preliminary 
engineering and design associated with development of Port Authority Transit 
Corporation (Pi\TCO) · rapid rail line extensions.. P ATCO projects evaluated were not ._ 
included in the recommended program due to their stage of deVelOpment and funding 
c~mstr11ints. - However, it was determinecl by. the• Department that although 
construction of the seleeted alternative would be funded outside. of.Tr.anspac, it is 
necessary to initiate. engineering/design within the Transpac time frame to ensure 
timely project advancement. This is particularly important with respect to avoiding 
high project cost escalation through inflation. · 

With regard to the remaining $3.8-million available, a Departmental decision 
was made to hold the amount in. reserv~ as a partial contingency against the 
potential impact .of 'see?tion 504, as it will relate to bus accessibility~ . At this, time it 

· is not known whether the extent to which the buses. to be purchased -will have to be•.· · 
wheelchair accessible. As mentioned in the bus purchase project description. 

· (Appendix "A!'), the estimated· project cost does not include wheelchair lifts •. The 
incorporation of aUft would increas.e the unit cost of a bus by atleast an estimated 
$10,000, based on recent price. information. · · 

·Table VII··. presents ·. the recommended Transpac . pi'ogr~J11, with projects . 
arranged in final priority order (high to low), except for Priorities J and II in which 
ranking does not apply~ Priority I projects are shown grouped according to type of 
project, e.g. rolling stock. purchases or rehabilitations, with total cost likewise 
aggregated by type pr.oject, for clarity. Project by project costs. may be ·found in 
Table t It is believed that these recommendations repl'esertt the most viable, 
realistic and beneficial projects that could be selected given the poolof.·quantifiable 
projects · available , for consideration. - It· can be . seen that the bulk , of the·· 
·recommended program lies within the area of '.'necessities" related to existing·• 



I 
'11ABLE VII 

RECOMMENDE6 TRANSPAC PROGRAM 

Priorit 

Purchase 1100 
( replaces .buses 
of Jc1.n. 1980) 

Newark Subway 
station reh.abilit 
right-of~way impr 

II Pro·ects 

Buses 
01a;as 

I rization (includes 
tion, new cars 1nd 
vements) : 

Raritan Valley Eq ipment and Righ~-of-Way 
Upgrade (includes new cars and lo6omotives, 
station restorati n and ROW impro~ements· 

I from Raritan to N wark) 

·. Statiqn Restorati 

Other Rail Fleet. 
(includes modific 
of Arr.ow I and II 
III's,NJCL equipm 
rehabilitation an 
Valley LiI'le) 

Systemwide Track 

Railroad li!quipmen 
at Sunnyside 

Parking 

mprovements 
tion and rehabP,itation 
cars, 20 additional Arrow 

I nt purchase, RDC fleet 
4 cab cars for;the Pascack 

I 

Bridge Rehabilitation 

Fa~ilities 
! 
I 

Major Railroad Eq ipment Repair Shop -
Design and Land A quisition 

Additional Work 
project 

i 
Electrifi9ation 

Preliminary Cost Estimate* 
($-mill ions) 

138.7 

36.9 

86.1 

18.8 

120.7 

52.0 

13.0 

14.0 

4.0 

9.1 

Additional w:ork o 
cation Project 

LackawannaReelectrifi- 63.0 

Subtotal 

*Includes .cost es 
project developm 

and II Projects 556.3 
i based on further 

in 1979. 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Project Description 
Preliminary Cost Estimate* 

($- millions) 

Priority III-: VI Projects 

Hoboken Terminal Improvements 

Montclair Connection (Direct Rail 
Access to Newark, Boonton Line) 

Bus Exact - Fare Boxes 

Bus Service. Vehicles 

Camden Transportation Center 

PA TCO Extension, Preliminary Engr. /Design 

Bus Wheelchair Accessibility Contingency 

Sub Total, Priority Il - VI Projects 

Total Program Cost 

*Includes cost excalation based on further project 
development commencing in 1979. 

. I!I-5 

2.0 

3.1 

2.0 

19~0 

6.0 

3.8 

600.0 
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services rather th · in the area of n~w - start or expansion type projects. Priority I 
projects in aggrega e account for $484.3 million or approximately 81 percent of the 
program.. All. pr ·ects in this grqup fall into the categories of rolling stock 
purchase/rehabilita ion. and .· station/ROW improvements. Priority II . projects 
(Reelectrification f the Morris arid Essex lines of the HobokEm Division and 
Electrificationof he North Jersey: Coast Line to Long Branch) correspondingly 
account for $72.1 inion or approximately 12 percent of the program. It should be 
noted thaLthe Mor is and Essex Reel¢ctrification project, includingthepurchase of 
new rolling stock, ould be consider~d a Priority l project, if it were not already in 

· progress, since the eelectrificationand car purcllase is required for maintenance of 
level of service. · P ioritiesland II, cpmbinE!d, comprise approximately 93 percent of 
the program, ari in estment of $556.$ million. In the aggregate, the projects will 
insur.e the New · ersey Commuter 1

1 
of;. modern, reliable, · air--conditioned buses 

throughout the Sta e; reliable, attractive and air-conditioned raHcars (operating on 
improvedright-of way where required) and; attractive andserviceable stations. 

· currently c;>wned by New Jersey. By tjefinition, these projects were considered to be 
of thEl utmost i portance in pr:eserving and enhancing the State's public 
transportation syst m and therefore i are recomm¢nded as projects which must of 
necessity be inclu ed in Transpac. j. The remaining 7. percent,. $43.7 million,. of 
projects from prior ty groups III throµgh VI and the contingency for bus wheelchair 
accessibiUty further the development of the State's public transportation system 
beyond current lev ls of service for; the transit user and provide for. operational 
improvements. i • 

i 

In short, alt ough Transpac is !an essential first step in. sa..tisfying the State's 
public transportati R needs, it isnof the complete solution.. As previously noted, 
over 2.5 billion.· do a.rs . in qµantifiable projects and . aa . additonal nqmber not so 

· qu~nt~fied were identified. For the] fulfillmentof the majority of ''new servicei' 
needs it wiUbe nee ssary to look beyond the current program. This is also true for 
the completion of the NJCL electrification project and continuation of needed 
rehabilitation pro ams . initiated uhder Transpac but which require · additonal 

· funding, e~g., th ra.U station ;restoration/parking and systemwide track 
rehabilitation proje ts •. In recognition of the need for additionarfunds in the short 
range, the State i proposing a $47;5~million transportation bond issue, of which 
$150 ... million would be .for public transit. It is anticipated that the bond funded 
transit program wo ld cover 4-years, ftarting in FY80. 

·It· is recogni ed that the Transpac recommendations represent the program at 
only one point in ti e and that in or9er to be sensitive to changing needs over the · 
life of the program itmust be capable of a degree of evolution. As existing projects 
are developed, and new ones emerge, reevaluations and evaluations should be an 
integral part of an cmgoing prograrr{ming process. Thi.s does not jmply that ,the 
recommended pro . am should be looked upon as a "wish list" to be arbitrarily 
changed atwill wit out due cause. Tp do so would. be contrary to the best interests 
of New . Jersey. and to UMT A. poHcyl.. I.t does recognize that critical needs, the 
treatment .of which should not be delayed, could arise. As an example, adequate and 
efficient bus. maint .nance facilities are vitatto the. State in terms of protecting its 
investment in new rolling stocl< and ;in insuring reliable service for New Jersey's . · 
transit users. Ho ever, the recommended program does not include projects 
addressing. mainten nee facilities at 1this time since the related technical study to 
identify needs in th s area is in prog11ess but is not as yet sufficiently advanced to 
provide program in ut. The result~ of this study should be closely evaluated, 
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especially in terms of any critical needs that may be identified. Second, there is the 
possibility that a given project(s), within the initial Transpac program, may be 
unavoidably delayed or deferred, due to external forces, during the course of 
program implementation. Therefore, viable alternative projects should be available 
for substitution if the need arises. Finally, Transpac UMTA funding constraints are 
for the short-term only. Likewise, short range State funds, in the form of the 
previously mentioned bond proposal, are being sought. Continued UMTA 
participation beyond the immediate program package is expected. Maintenance of 
an ongoing evaluation/programming process is essential to help ensure an efficient, 
responsive and fiscally sound approach to transit development in New Jersey. 
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Project Descriptions 

(Includes descriptions, benefits, disbenefits, status, and data sources) 
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PRIORITY I PROJECTS 

PROJECTS REQUIRED FOR THE CONTINUANCE OF 

ESSENTIAL SERVICES AT CURRENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 
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Bus Purchase 

Project Cost - $138. 7-million 

Description 

Purchase of approximately 1100 buses and related parts approximately 
one-third of which will be forty-foot transit coaches and two-thirds of which 
will be forty-foot commuter coaches for bus companies throughout the State. 
The buses will replace the peak-period fleet, 12 years. old or older as of 
January 1, 1980. It is intended that the buses will have a kneeling capability 
but will not be wheelchair lift-equipped. However, it is understood that 
USDOT 504 regulations, when published, may impact accessibility require-
ments of the purchase. It should be noted that the replacement will not be on 
a one for one basis, that is rather than purchasing a quantity of new buses 
equal to the quantity of buses being replaced it is based on seating capacity. 
Since the new buses have fewer seats than many of the old buses, there will 
be a larger number of new buses compared to those being replaced. 

Benefits 

Replaces equipment which has reached or exceeded its economic life. 

Replaces non-air conditioned buses with air-conditioned buses. 

Increased passenger comfort. 

Increased operational reliability. 

~_r.9ject Status 

Grant application in preparation 

:r.r.imary Data Sources 

NJDOT Bureau of Motor Bus Operations, September, 1978. 

Raritan Valley Upgrade - Phase I 

Project Cost - $71.2-million 

Description 

Phase I improvements to the Raritan Valley Line include the following: 

1. Equipment - Purchase of 10 diesel locomotives and 65 passenger cars, 
including spares. Fifty-two of the cars will be trailers, the remaining 
13 will be cab control cars. All trains will be operated in push-pull 
service. Longer consists will contain a cab car at a mid train location, 
as well as at the end. 
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2. Sta.t·ons - Improvements will be made to the 14 stations in the heaviest 
utili ed portion of the· Raritan Valley Line between and including 
Rar·tan and Roselle ~ark. Ac·cessibility related improvements will 
incl de platform resutfacing and patching, platform, lighting, platform 
edgi g and raising of J?latforms to appropriate low level height. Safety 

. rela ed improvements! will include, but not be limited to: safety strip-
ing, walkway, stairw. a1'·.•.and intertrack fen. ce. repairs. 

Benefits 

Pre ervation of .existing capital investment. 
! 

· . . Pre ention of deterioration of service. 
i 

Iner ased safety and! comfort for the current ridership of approxi"' 
~at ly 13,400 passen9er trips per day. 

Mor reliable service. I 

Red ced operating and maintenance costs. 
i 

Rep acement of 53 cbaches with an average age of 51 years and 22 
coa hes with an average age of 30 years. 

I 

I . . 

Rep acement of mostly non-:air conditioned equipment with air-:condi-
tion d equipment. I 

i 

Pro ision for anticipated growth through 1985. 

Pro ·ect St tus 
. i 

Gra t application subiitted to UMTA for approval. 

Primar D ta Sources 

Cap ·tal Grant Applic~tic,n to the Urban Mass Transportation Admin-
istr tion for Phase I of the Raritan Valley Upgrade, March, 1979. 

I 
project involves the purchase of 20 Multiple Unit (MU) cars to be 
nrail service on the Northeast Corridor (NEC). Twelve of the cars 

are neede to maintain an idequate number of spares and eight are required 
to accom odate the projec1ted growth in ridership to the year 1985. This 
assumes t at Arrow Il's will !be reseated in a 3-2 configuration. Otherwise an 
additional 1 cars would be r~quired. . 

I 

Benefits 
l 

tenance of an adequate number of spare cars. 
i 
I 



Provision of a higher level of service for the current Conrail daily 
round-trip ridership of approximately 18,150. and the projected 1985 
round-trip ridership of 19,860, which includes a current peak period 
eastbound ridership of approximately ll,420 and a projected 1985 peak 
period ridership of 12,630 respectively. · 

Project Status 

The need for this additional equipmenthas been identified. 

Primary .Data Sources 

Preliminary data from the "Trans-Hudson Rail Operations Planning and 
Market Analysis" study (IT-09-0037 /69), to be completed inthe Spring 
of 1979. 

NJDOT Bureau of Rail Equipment, August, 1978. 

Pascack Valley ImDrovements - Equit,ment Purchase 

Project Cost- $3.7-,million 

Description 

Purchase of four push-pull cab control cars, each with a seating capa-
city of 104 passengers, for operation on the Pascack Valley Line. The equip-
ment is necessary to assure an adequate. ratio of spare cars and to accommo-
date a projected increase in ridership of 8~3% by the year 1985. 

Benefits 

Maintain level of service for the approximate 6,400 daily passenger 
trips now on the Pascack Valley · Line and provide for normal growth 
through 1985. 

Maintain required ratio of spare cars.· 

Improve operationalreliability. 

ProjectStatus · 

The need for the equipment has been identified · 
/ .: . :· ' 

Primary Data Sources 

Preliminary data from the 11Trans-Hudson Rail Operations Planning and 
Market Analysis'' study (IT-O9--0037 /!59), to be completed in the Spring 
of 1979. · 

Raritan Valley Upgrade .., Phase I Draft Application,. August, 1978. 
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,'. , ... · .... '.J : 
Pro·ect Co t -:-'$34.0-millionj 

Descri tio . , 

. . Tot 1 overhaul of: tl:l ·33 Atrow I Multiple Unit Ctirs which in~ludes · 
tract~ori motors, trucks, airj brakes, air conditioning and' heating systems, · 
rewiring :t ... electriba~ syste1m,new'Jight~g, ,newWeather~ti'ipping, repla~e.:. · . 
menl of. to lets, replacernent of broken wmdowsr; and repairs . to . the exterior •• . · 

.•.. ·. body.. Th l10 Arrow II ~ans. w.ill have th¢ir .d9ors. rehal;:>i~i1:ated, .have the - . 
. · . existini 2;,:; sea~fng replace~ :with 3-:? seating, have phe exi~ti~g c9r~er, laya.:. .·· 

tory repla e'(!l with a lav~tory a~cess1ble to th.e hand1eapped loct:i.ted near the 
center doo s :and have· certaiihininor safety:-,related modifications made:. · Both • · · 

·. Arrow l's d_ l!'s '¥~11 · nav¢/ ri:iod~q~ations m9:de to ao~~l~i;s, ~gor . control, . · . 
. system, el ctr1c.al svntches.; ~nd w1rm, to 1?erm1t cornpat1b1bty with Arrow m . 
c~s~ ,i .·· 

. i 
aenefits ' . . ' < . . .· . •• . j' . . . . . .. · ·• < ,,. ,: 

Pre. ervation~ df e~i;tiQg capital investment •• ' '• 
·.' ... ·, .·· .· .··: .... ,,, .· t .. '• .. ' . ' ' . . . . . ,, ,. . ' ,' .. 

.. !µ,er ased. $8.(ett arid icomfqrt·. for, approximat~~Y 18,l~0. da,ily Conrail· 
. ::ro · d :trip pass~ng~rs ~Il. the N'prtheast Corrid~r:. .. •,·.···... . . · .. · · ·. .. 

, ... ~i,a ~r!ltfhs •f tn~~~e¢ ~- ... · . ··. . ... 
. Per i~s. greater. ~lexi~i\itY in tne; us~ of_t~e Mul~iple Unit equipment · · 

.. the ~lectr1f1ed commuter ra1Lhnes·m.the State-.-: · . .· · . . . . . . .I . . . . . .. . . . . . ·' '.. , 

'' . .. . . ',• ·. ' .. 1 ·. . . . . .... · . ,. ' ·, •, ',•,., . : . 
. Res: aiting Will permillm9reJntensive.use of the•equipment. ·.·· 

~~{~Ct $l}U$ · •. , i 1. i i · ... · .. ·•. ··.·· ...• ·.. < ... · ·· .• . . . x . . •·· 
aration of griint ~pplicai~qn is underway~ .. , · 

•·• D ta Sources . t· 
· . • . O:T Bureau of Rai Equipment, August., 1978. 

,: . . . . ··:.... ·,· .. : j: : · ... · ,' .,, ,•·. '' ' .... '. · . .:· .· . 
. · ~il Passenger Ori land Off'douir~s, lVIay, .19,17~ 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,·. 

' ' 

·. ·Pro· .. 1.1..:.rn: l 



repairs to electrical equipment, rewiring, repairs to drive shaft, new weather-
stripping, hew marker lights, repairs to air compressors and a general clean-
ing and repainting. · 

Benefits 

Prevention of further deterioration of equipment. 

Increased passenger safety and comfort. 

Project Status 

The project cost is based on a preliminary assessment of needed re-
pairs to rehabilitate the cars. · 

Primary Data Sources 

Letter from Conrail to M. E. Robins dated February 21, 1978. 

North Jersey Coast Line (NJCL) Eguii;,rnent Purchase 

Project Cost - $53.0-million 

Description 

Purchase of approximately 8 diesel locomotives and 50 coaches to 
replace old and unreliable equipment, for service on the non-electrified 
portion of the NJCL. These equipment totals include spares for shopping, 
which when combined with projected MU service to Long Branch, provide for 
the expected growth in ridership to the year 1985. The locomotives will have 
electric head,-end power and will be equipped with cab signals and speed 
control for operation on the Northeast Corridor. The coaches will be air-
conditioned, have 3'-2 seating and features to accommodate the elderly and 
handicapped such as lavatories, wheelchair locks, handrails, dedicated 
seating, .door chimes and blinking lights and center door openings to facilitate 
access by the handicapped at high level station platforms. 

Benefits 

Improved reliability and efficency of operations. 

Reduction in equipment maintenance costs. 

Improved passenger amenities and safety. 

Project Status 

The need for acqufring this equipment has been identified. 

Primary Data Sources 

NJDOT Public Transportation Staff, May, 1979. 
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I 
i 

I 

Pro·ect Co t ~. $21.3..;million : 
I 

I 
Tro ey Wire Replacerhent - replace existing 2/0 wire with 4/0 wire of 
a fi ure-8 section and attach catenary messenger wire to insulator 
clip to eliminate bou1cing and its consequent service interruptions. 

Pur hase 15 new light/ rail vehicles with a seating capacity of approxi-
mat ly 470 persons anp parts. 

I 

Re rangement of signals to provide safe braking distances between 
the ew vehicles. [ . 

I 

Sup ort Vehicles -:- Conversion of an existing PCC vehicle to accom--
mod te a rail grinder, a portable compressor, welding unit and sand 
bll:1.s ing unit; conversion of an exis.ting PCC vehicle to accommodate a 
dum ster, hydraulic cirane and salt distributor •. I . . . 

Mod'fying the maint~nance shop including an inspection pit, high 
. I 

pres ure water system for cleaning the cars and car wash area screen-
ing. I 

Benefits 

ced operating ano maintenance costs. 
. I 

Hig er level of servicb for the approximate 9,200 current daily passen-
ger trips and the 12,000 daily passenger trips projected for the year 
198 • . : . 

·· Rep acement of equipment that has reached the end of its economic 
life. I 

Pro ·ect St tus 

An 'nitial scope of work for the project has been completed. 
I! Primar D ta Sources 
1 

I 

Cap·tal Grant Applic~tionby the City of Newark, 1976. 

Ne ark .Transit Feas~bility Study by Parson, Brinckerhoof, Quade & 
Dou las, 1972. 
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• Des~ription • 

. . .. Approximately a fotU'~year progr~m for the rehab.ilitation of trackage 
on Conrail's Hobo~eri and New· Jersey Div.isions. · The project ,cost.' shown. 
-repre.sents. New·Jersey's. <!Ontribution to .the program.; qonrail will bear the .· 
cost of· rehabilitation attributable to. its freight operations •. • The project : 
includes rail replacement, surfacing, tie renewal and switch replaceme11t as 

· · required. Interlockings . an<L yards are included to enhance system perf or-
mance. finally, the project will provide for neces;sary .trackwork and facil-
ities im~roveinertts at outlying rail equipment maintenari~e facilities. 

It should be rit>ted .that the project rep~esents. only the ''immediate .. 
need" portion of whafmust:become an ongoing rail maintenance program, in .·· 
order to prevent• New .Jersey's rail· lines from falling back into i.ts present · .~~~-ey~ . . .. 

Benefits 

. Preservation of the existing capital investment and' prevention of· 
deterioration of sei'vic.e. 

Incr~asedpassen;er: safet; ~nd comfort for•~he approximately a·s,ooo. 
dEiily round trip riders using.the lines in question. · · ·· 

· Increased operational reiiabUity and efficiency. 

Project Statµs .. 

Cor¢ail has, submitted a· proposed , five;.,year track rehabilitation · 
. program to NJDOT~ The · · general scope assoeia.~ed with · eutlying . rail 

equipmentmaintenance f a.cilities has been determined in conjunction with the 
NJDOT Ra.il Maintenance Fa<?ilities • .Sti:.tdy but , details .require further .. ·.· 
development .. · 

. . . . 
Primary Data Sources 

Conrail Atlantic Region Five . Year : Track .· Program, transmitted to 
NJDOT on October .23, 1978~ .· 

Preliminary cost estimates for outlying rail equipment maintenance 
facilities, transmitte.d to NJl)QT . by Seelye, Stevenson, Value & 
Knecht,'Inc. on. February 7, 1979/ · · · 

NJI>OT B~ea.u .of Capital Facilities·, F~bruary, 1979. 

Raritan Valle~ Uggrage - Phase II . . 

, Project Cost - $14.9...;million 
. . ' . 

· Description 

Ph~se U 9fthe Raritan Yalley'Upgrade cons.ists of,the rehabilitation of.· 
. . . . . . . . 



i . . r i .. 
I 

··I, 
-! 

. . . : ·. . ... ·. . . . . . ' '-· ii_. . . . .. · -_ . . .:. . . : ... · -· . : ,,, .. · .. ·. :·.· 
existing' tf ·eks; ·and the · 14 ,passenger .stationstbetween a11dJncluding Raritan ·-•- _ · and Rosell·. ,ark as ·well: as ihnprovement~Jo the statiqns'parkit!g facilities.' . 
A~o irtclu e,d, : ~re sjg11als ~nd ti:ack~or~ to double track the Aldene. 'and .. 
Hunter Co ections (between the former CNJ and Lehigh Valley, and Lehigh 
Vall~y and NEC,_ respectivelI1). • - , _ _ • _ • 

· Benefits -- · . . • 

• P;·e ervation -~r existi -g capital ~v~s~ment.-
. . .. . 1 .. -· : 

• I~p ov~_d ope1rations ~[pab~lity/flexibiilty. . , . ·.· . ' -

· . · • Hig er level of se~viee _ for the current' ridership of 13,400 p_assenger 
<. ,trip tp¢r,: (;14y __ an¢! :the projected:i 985 rider'.ship, of l5, 700 pt:i$Senger trips'.-. 
_. -.. p¢r. qay, ip.cludi~g ••tl'lEl avoidan¢e of delays, d~e> to J:he: present .. · .. ·_ .. ,~~-.~~/~;nter: ~~gie-rrack:~onnectiops~ . · ,·•·_··•··· : . · .. · · 

-. Pro·ect St tas 1 ••··.· • 
. .· • . ', . ~" . ,. . 'l'. ' . ' ' 

. Ail nitsl scope Of, 811d cost esti!ll~te have been developed. · 
. D t Sources -· . J . . - . 

• Po~ authority of' Ne} York a~d Ne~· Jersey, August;.19.78_ •. 

Co a,U Passenger Oil r Off' C~unts, May, 1917. , , - . 

Pre imitl'acy.· data -,f:rt?,l11l •ih~ ·"Tr~~s-Hµ<:is()Jl, aajl'_:Op~~a'tic:>11s .Planning arid 
·;;m,Jf.~~~.,~~'.f:'tt-o:°03;1/~)(1·be.~te~f tlle .~rill¢·· 

~'::::/::::::;tf::t:w::k:iit::·::r::::::~::· .•··. 
-$t8',_iqr;i, ~¢·w~k--·to.-.·~rarikliniAvenµE1, N¢war~._ cons.istirig_-•of •new·,con~ 
· tirtu 1,.1EJ· weit:1,a r~U; switches, cross-.overs:and track ·frogs; feplacement -· · -.- .. 

:of.-. pproxrmafely half the-·ti'es;-reniov~l arid r~pla~emeni of ballast; 
reg adlng,a,nd cle,aning ofdrainage-faciHUes/ ,, <' > · ·. ·• .. · __ · . : · .. ·· 

(2) Po ¢t:impr9Vemf ts}q~.ist~ Qf 6~w ~~ifie~, . • ..... . . .. . ..... · ·.. . .. ·. , 
.-3). ·. Add'tfon·J:>f,,A~.C/eledtric··serviceto aUCstatioris and. the'rii'a:iritenance. ··• ., . r: ::1::l:~i:w ·m;t;Qince sh'5~~~,;t, n:t,niw ··~·.•· 

. cc:> Pl'~s$ors anq n·ew ~g_tlting :~stem; . · 



5) lmprovements to 4 subway stations consisting of new escalators at .· 
Penn Station, repairs to stairways, handrails, benches, new · ligf}ting, 

. etc. . · · 

6) ltnprovements · to 3 at-grade stations ·consisting of refinishing steel-
work, replacing wooden roofs with corrugated roofs, new shelters, etc. 

' ' 

7) Improvements to 4 depressed stations similar to the improvements to 
the at-grade stations plus repair of all stairways and repla:,cemeht Of 
railings and handrails on stairways and fences along overhead bridges 
and retaining walls. · · 

. 8) Improvements to all exterior stations consisting of replacement of all 
existing wood and concrete benches with new. butcher block type 
benches,· replacement of all· existing concrete platforms, and a new 
lighting system with high pressure sodium fixtur.es. 

9) Six new sump pumps for tunnel areas .... 

Hi) New sewage ejector pumps for th~ .rest rooms in the maintenance shop. · 
' ' ' 

11) ~eplacement · of fencing aiong the right-of-way. . 

l2) Inst~lla:tion of a public address system. 

• 13) · Initiation of a public information and promotion program. 

Benefits 

Pr.eserva:tion of the existing capital investment~ 
'· ' . . . ' 

Prevention of. further.deterioration of service •. · 
. . . ' .. : . ·.· . . ...... . ·. . .' . __ · 

Increased safety and comfort -for the approximate 9,200 daily riders · 
currently using the subway arid the projected 1985 level of 12,000 daily 
trips. . · · 

Reduction of opera ting. and· maintenance . costs. 
; -~ . 

. ... . .· ·. . . 

Replacement of rai'l 40 years old. · 

Project Status 
~- . ·. . . '. . 

· ·· The grant application to UMTA is being prepared. · 

Primary Data Sources 

Draft Grant App lie a tions. 

Sverdrup and P~rcel Consultants:, August, 1978. 

North Jersey Coast Line Signals, Commuriicatioos and Brid2;e Iroptov@mepts 

· Project Cost ::- $13~0~miUiori 



This project includes ~pgrading the existing signal and communication 
system by eplacing overhead wiring with underground cable, providing capa-
bility for r verse signaling a*d future Centralized Train Control (CTC) opera-
tion and in talling a proprietary phone system. Approximately 23 bridges and 
various cu verts will be reh!bilitated or replaced. These improvements are 
for the lin north from Soutn Amboy to Rahway and South from Long Branch 
to Bay He d. The project i~cludes work on the Raritan Bridge but does not 
provide fo its replacement.! Improvements between South Amboy and Long 
Branch are included in the elrctrificatiOn project. . 

· Benefits · l 
. Imp oved reliability a

1 
d efficiency of operations. 

I 

Imp oved passenger sdfety. 
' 

I 
The need for making tnese improvements has been identified. 

i 

Pro· - $18.8-million i 
! 

Descri tio 

This project consists !of making improvements to platforms, lighting, 
the interio and exterior of :station buildings, pedestrian bridges and tunnels 
and parkin where necessary at passenger stations on the State;s commuter 
rail lines. Does not includ~ NEC Amtrak stations or Raritan Valley Line 
stations be ng restored as. pa~t of the Raritan Valley Upgrade Project. 

Benefits Ii 

I 
i ' Pre ervation of existing capital investment. 
I 
I . 

Pre ention of further·
1
deterior!:l,tion·of service. 
I 

Iner ased safety and comfort of present and future passengers using 
the ta tions. [ 

Pro·ect St 
i 

The project is to pe based on the. New Jersey Rail Stations 
Moderniza ion Study which is now at the point where a statewide 
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comprehensive and uniform program for station improvements is being 
developed and an order of priority established. It should be noted that the 

· $18.8-million allotted to the project would. cover only the higher priority 
stations .needing immediate attention. Funding for lower priority stations will 
be sought outside of Transpac, ie. the proposed Transportation Bond. Issue in 
which funding has been reserved to finance further station improvements. 

' 
Primary Data Sources 

Conrail Five Year Station RehabiUtation Program, August, 1978. 

New Jersey Rail Station and Bus Terminal ModernizationStudy. 

Railroad Equipment Maintenance Facilities at Sunnyside 

Project Cost - $14.0-million 

Description 

Construction of a new service and inspection facility for joint use by 
NJDOT and Amtrak. The new facility will be constructed in a currently 
unused. area of Sunnyside Yard and will be used to provide running mainte-
nance and monthly inspections for NJDOT MU equipment as well as Amtrak 
equipment. It should be noted that the indi.cated project cost represents New 
Jersey's share of an overall facilities improvement project to be undertaken 
at the joint Amtrak/NJDOT facility in conjunction .with the Northeast 
Corridor Improvement Project (NECIP). 

Benefits 

Improved maintenance capability for the State's current NYC oriented 
MU fleet and provision of added capacity required for. additional MU1s 
to be acquired in conjunction with the NJCL electrification extension 
to Long Branch and the additional cars to be acquired for the NEC. 
The facility, shared jointly by NJDOT/Amtrak, is a main storage and 
maintenance facility for trains operating into Penn Station, NYC. 
Existing parts storage space is seriously inadequate and the facility 
barely adequate for major component changeout. Physical plant 
dimensional limitations also pose restrictive working conditions for 
Jersey Arrow maintenance. In short, existing conditions are not 
adequate for efficient maintenance of the current fleet. Upon acquisi-
tion of additional rolling stock for the NJCL .and NEC, the existing 
facility would be totally inadequate with respect to both capacity and 

· efficiency. 

Disbenefits 

No disbenefits identified~ 

Project Status 

The need and general scope of the project have been identified in 



'. 
I 

I 
I· .. :.· 

' ......... ; .. 
. . . I , 

·. conjun¢tio with the Ne-w JJe;~ey Rail .Equipment Maintenance Facilities 
· Study~. A preliminary cost lestjmate has _been made, ha:wever, detail .and 
refined cog st1eed to be.tlev~loped~- 'The project.can.tie advai:iced within the . 

. Transpac ti e frame •.. ~mtral< has indic-ated that·. from the· standpoint of their 
.. · own needs they . desire tQ , quickly advance developJJlent of facilities· 
· improve111e ts atSunnyside Y!ard. · · 

... ·. .· . ' ..... ' .•· . > L ·.··• l . 
Prima .n ta Sources · . . ! . . 

~JO TBu,e,µ~f Capf !al Facilities, Pebrtiary,1919, . ·. . . ·. .. . . 
' • . PrE: mihary ,, COS\ .e~ttrnates from the . New Jersey Rail Bguipment 

· Mat tenance Fac1Utie~ ~tudy • by · Seelye, Stevenson,, . Value /x Knecht, 
F,ebruary; 1979-. j . - · 

.· .· . 1 •· 
· ·. · Sfl 

·. •. · .. '' : .. This project repr~se I ts '. the first step .in . m~ki~g improvements to 
.· · exfa1ting . r i1' . e,quipmerlt : maintenance.·· facilities to permit. adequate >inain~ 
· ... Jenanc.e of and i:najor repair$ to the fleet of11~w Arrow ID MU cars thatwill. · 

. operat~ on·. t~e Hol)()lcE:m ])ivi~ion~ The entire, improvernent project will entail 
· tbe provisi n: of a major rep~ir/rebujld shop, stor~s, tl'aek and turnouts, site 

· ·•· ,pr,e,paratio · .. ~rrd utilities.<a-: n~w, po¥1er pla,n( ·and pil se,paratql'~ .and art ~pgrade ·· .. 
.. of the, .exi .tlf:lg car wastt. _.!These 'improv;ements are r.eq,tiirecl be¢ause the· .. 

. · e,~isting Ja . ilities are inad:eqµate to 'provlde ·proper. maintenanee -Qf the New·.· 
,Arrow·llI, ·•· U: equ~pment •.. Ptjeliminary. engineering,a.ri<ldesig:ri and aeguisitjon· ·· ... 
9f land-· nece$sary'to accqmm~date._theim{)rovedJaeilitie.s· is treated· here ·as .• a ·. •· 

. separate _P oject because:, t~r-· State; may_ have- tc, a:~t, .spofr'to. purchase the·· 

. 1;1ropert:>,7. m or,d,er to res~rve 1t for this desired use~ . 
. . ·;; . . -• .. 

·Benefits ... · 

. ; < , Upo completion of a, elements otthe total imptbvement project th~ . 
f(?llowi' b 1~'fit~ rm b~ re1lz~d: . . •. ·. ·.·.· ' " . ; \ ·.•· : •· : .• · ... ·· .. _·... : .· .·. •·· . ' 

• Rep ¢ement of struqtures alrn.ost. 5.0 years.· old whicn .are· in varying 
, stag. s. of physical. det~riora tio11~ · , · · · · · ·· . . ·. . . .. . . I. · ... 

• . Wm: provid¢ incre~sed spacing betw~~ri tra.Gks- to ~~fommodate Arrow .. · 

. :ill :::: ~eiijJ,tp ~r~il . maint.lan~e ,of ;iesel1ocomot1ves •· 
' _now. msJntained at.·Eu~ab~thport•dqe·.fo,the lack of proper facilities· at .. 
: Ho!;) I<~ri. . Thi~ woul~ elirntnate the · costly 'deadbea.dirig. of ~pprox~ . im~ ely 33 diesels tcl :lflizabe,thport fof inspecfions ·and 'r~pairs. · ·. • 

. ·.. •. < I _: . ·-•··· . . . .. 
• Wou 4: :per,ruit the\ eventual, phasfr1g. ouf of, fl:t~ $lizal:)ethpoi't shop .· 

·resu tip.g in greater- ec1onomies of scale.. .. : .. 



Project Status 

Preliminary recommendations and cost estimates areava.ila.ble. Final 
detailed recommendations and breakdown of cost estimates from the New 
Jersey Rail Equipment Maintenance Facilities Study are anticipated in the 
Spring, 1979 • 

. Primary Data Sources 

NJDOT Bureau of Capital Facilities, February, 1979 . 
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PRIORITY II PROJECTS 

PROJECTS REQUIRED TO COMPLETE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT 

EFFORTS THAT HAVE BEEN INITIATED 





Additional Work on North Jersey ·coast Line·(NJCL) Electrification Project 

Project Cost-$9.1-million 

Description 

The overall project for the . extension of electrificaUon from South 
Amboy to Long Branch includes the following items; · Purchase of 50 multiple 
unit Arrow III ca.rs; construction of a catenary system and necessary 
substations; modernization of the communication system; trackwork to· 
permit speeds up to 60 mph; parking·· facilities and; terminal and storage 
facilities for the multiple unit fleet. 

Presently authorized funding (existing UMT A grant plus local matching 
share) for the project is $137 .5-million. However, total project cost is 
estimated at approximately $191-million, leaving a shortfall of $53.5-million. 
The costs·. increase is·· due partially to inflation and partially to necessary 
changes in project scope. In that the project falls into the Priority II 
category, it· was originally intended ._to_ fund the entire shortfall under 
Transpac, as was shown· inthe March, 1979, "Preliminary Recommendations 
for the Transpac Program" draft report. Preliminary recommended projects 
in Priorities III through VI were predicated qn that assumption. 

Immediately following the clevelopment of the preliminary 
recommendations, it was determined that a reassessment of NJCL 
improvement program priority · needs was in order. It indicated that 
improvements were needed on the . non-electric portion . of the line if 
acceptable service standards were_ to be realized. The recommended NJCL 
program sequence following from the reassessment was that coincidental with 
after the line being electrified to Matawan (Phase l of the overall 
electrification project), the .following improvements should be made prior to · 
extension of electrification to LongBranch if available funds were limited: 
Purchase new locomotives and coaches for the Bay Head diesel service and; 
improve signals/communications,. rehabilitate bridges and stations over the 
entire line as required. The total cost of all improvements, including the 
existing grant and the electrification to Long Branch, is estimated at $265-
mill~ · · · · 

Funding allocated to NJCL projects, including the $53.5-,-million in 
Priority Il, in the preliminary recommended Traspac program totaled $80.1-
million. Adding the $137.!5-million committed prior to Transpac yields 
$217.6-million. This .means that an additional $47.4-million would be needed 
to complete all· recommended NJCL improvements. It was determined that 
the additional · funds could not come from Transpac without seriously 
damaging its viabiHty. It is recommended_ that the Transpac allocation for 
the NJCL be held at $80.l-rnillion, with the additional funds to be sought 
from . other sources. The following table is a summation of the resulting 
overall NJCL improvement program funding approach: 
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! 
I · .. ·• ·· ... , . I . . . . . 

. diesel . locomotiv1es and coaches 

/communicatiohl and bridge rehab.* 
. ··. . , . ·• > I ... · .. .· . 

. • Bay Head Yard impr9vements. ·· · ·· .· 
{Sy terowide track. r~hab.) • 

i 

• Sta i~n restoration/ptrking 

. ·.· •,. ·. Add tio~ electriliicarlon work . $ S.O;O! 

. Previous C mm1tted Funds $137 ~'5 
·.· ....••.. · .. •·· >' .... :. ,:_' > . i : ··. 
Additional Funds .o :be sou hl to 
· ·· · · Corti 1 te .. Electrif:ication E :. • 

, ' . : .. ·· , ' 1. ·• .. , 

Cost (millions)· · 

$'4.0 

· Tot t Improvement Ppo~rain Cost $265)0 
~.~· . 

. . . : . , •. . . .. • .·. 1·· . . . .. . . . . , • . . .• , . 

·. · .. ·.·· .. · · .. ·• Fro .. · .. the pr~ceeding iable'it cahbe seen that .$9~1-niillioriin Transapc • .•... 
funds >11r~> till avaUable to applied}~ the ~xte.nsi.on. of electrifi~ati~n to < 
Long Bran h~• .Although the .amount 1s modest, it 1s important that 1t be · 
applied·. to the project m order· t9 ensure. continulty ln the- construction.·· 
prograIJI y til. • the . ~d,dtt~oni,i funds ,requir~d to·· c<impl(!:te electrification ·• to ·. · · 
· ... t<,ng·•:1· ::::~=~~lkndatioDS ;of tlie r~ment Were Presented 
at a public: rri~eting ·held in Lfttl~ Silver,: l'vI'orimouth County ori May to, 1979. · 

, . 'F3~netits .... 

, R~<i; ir~d for eo,ntiri~~tion of the eleatrifieation project •. ,Tustific.atioO 
'·f<>r· he project contai~ed in ··approved.gra,ri.t. applieatiqn~ 

. . . •.·, ·[·. ·. . . . .,. . ... 

· I'ro'eeiSt tus, f H .· •. ·· · · ··.· > i ·.· o > · 
.. ··rt: i~f ~f r:d~:en~jffi,t.~!~·r7c;,~=:::.0 \:J:'ti'! 

.... ·. ··. lac tipn.to Lqng Branfh. . , , . 
Prima: ·D ta Sources ( · 

•. ' NJ.· OT C~pital Gran~ iPPlication: . Proje~t. Qorre$p<mden~e •. NJCL : 
. Rea se.ssm~nt · conduJ, t'ed• · by ·· NJDOT,. Pubhc Transpart.ation Staff, 

Apr 1, 1979. · · · . 

: * Rahway. to SQuth Amboy and 1 Lol'.lg. Branch to Ba,y Head. South Amboy to Long 
. . Branch fun ed under, the electrification pr;oject. . · > : 



. ' ' ,• 

Additional Work on Erie Lackawanna Reelectrification · Project 

Project Cost- $63.0-million 

Description 

This project consists of completion of. the reelectrification of the 
former Erie Lackawanna Morristown Line, Gladstone·· Branch and Montclair 
Branch. It includes conversion cf the existing 3Kv. D.C. traqtioh power to 
25Kv, 60Hz A.C. power., reconstruction of 16 electrical substations, signals 
and communications alterations, rein.sulation of the catenary system at the 
Hoboken, Summit, Morristown, Gladstone and Dover Yards, expansion and 
modification of the Gladstone Yard and parking areas, expansion of the Dover 
Yard, closing of the Morristown Yard .and improvements to the Hoboken 
maintenance facilities. Also included is the pt1rchase of 180 multiple unit 
cars. 

The above stated project cost also. includes 8.3 million. dollars for 
req1lired modifications to the JSO Jersey Arrow III's .. In that these modi,-
fications are not treated within the scope of. the current reelectrification 
grant application, this element is attached as a separate "project" for in-
formation purposes. . . 

Benefits 

Required for project completion~ Project justification contained in 
approved grant application. 

. ' . . . . ' 

Project Status 

No .· substantive · changes from. currently envisioned project scope. 
Major change from original, and sut)sequently modified, grant applicaUcn is . 
deferralof.extension of.electrificatfonto.Netcong and theestablishment of. 
regional park and ride facilities in the Netcong and Gladstone/Peapack area. 

Primary Data Sources 

NJDOT Capital Grant Application and project correspondence. 

Additional Work on Erie Lackawanna Reelectrifica.tion Project - Modifications 
to Arrow Ill MU Cars 

Project Cost- $8.3-million (included in total Reelectrification Completion 
. Cost) 

Description .· 

Modifications to the 180 Arrow III MU cars that will operate on the 
Hoboken·.Division Morris and·Essex Lines consist.of ·the following:· · 
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. ~· 
. . . . . . I.. . ·. . . . . . . . .. ·. 

1) In O qe,; to alfow ,operatjon Oll the Morris, and Essex Lines upo1f com; 
· plet 01,t of .the reelectritication projeqt, a one~time modification !llust 
· be . aoe to. allow the! cars to.run on the new 25 · Kv; 60. Hz electric.al 
.syst m.. The cars ar~ Qurrently· equipped to operate on the Northeast .· · 

. _· .. ···•· cor id~r's (~EC) tt.5 iKv~ 25 lfz poY1er system. .· < i < . 
· . · · 2) Aut maticfp1'ase break tr~nsitfo11 q.apability. •·. · ;, · _ · . ·•·• · · · . · ·. 
' .•. ' ' .·. ' •. · ·. . .... _ .•••. ··.'' :>, ' Ji ' '.' . ,,: ' > ''. ' ' ' > ;; ' .' ' '' ·; .··. ,, ,· ,•·.·.' .. 
NEC •. ·th\h~ I~: !~riif t!~?t~~:n:~~t~~~-~ewrth1!;bt~i:ri~m!~ct~;!:~~~ll~ri:~: 
well as tr in performance recorders, to meet FRA reqt.iirem~nts for NEC 
_oper~ti9n •. This cost is inclure~ in the cost of the Kearny Connection project, 
not here~ . ·. . · 

... ·''· . ' ' 

Bene.fits·. 

lte i)is/e9:1iredto{~•~i?ont~M, E. ·•••• .··•• ·•. ·.·. > 
. lte 2) is to preyeryt e~c~.ssive wear of catena_ry .due to "missed" 

u,al phQ$e bretik neg:o.tia t1on. 
' • • • • • 1 _ •• • • ' 

Pro·ec,tst tt1s · 

.- Pre im,inary SJ;)eQi~ica icfr1~ have be~n d¢vefopec{ 

···• · : Primar . .· .. . . .·· 

.. NJ. O!B~~aµ of~al, E9µipp1eM;A,:u~st,?9TB~· 

.:·: .• ·'· 
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PRIORITY III PROJECTS 

LOW COST USER ORIENTED PROJECTS 





Hoboken Terminal Imgroyeme~ts 

l?roject Cost - $2~0·million ·. 

Description· 
. . . . ·. 

· The project consists of th~ following two components.· First, rehabiJ ... · 
itation of> the bus terminal ·. which ·.would.' accommodate all· .. bus 

·•toading/Unloading·at ground level and would have access to the PATII statiofi · 
via an entry stairway near River Street~ - Depot facility would inclb.de a 

_···passenger waitingroom··and dispatcher area. Second, development of·taxiand 
private car access. Hudson Place Will be realigned in order to'provide.(1) a 

· donvenient taxi stand and (2) a turn around area for private cars that either 
pickup or qischarge passengers a:t. the Transportation Center~ In addition., 
short term parking spaces especially reserved for kiss;...and-ride vehicles would . 
be located· on either. side of the· River Street .. Observer Highway connection 

_-- adjacent to both· the bus depot and: the PATH en.trance·. 

_ .Benefits 

• · Inter-.city buses. operated by Transport of New Jersey enter the Genter 
front Observer Highway, discharging passengers along the northerly 
edge of the ELRR train shed (in the area east of River Str_eet) .. Almost 
all buses then make a full turn-a"'."'.rpµnd and board passengers at the 
toofed-over shelter immediately south of Hudson Place opposite River 

· Street and exit back towards Observ.er Highway; buses to th.e · Port 
Authority Terminal in New.-York City load passengers near the east- . 
erly. en<i ·of Hudson Place next to the ELRR train shed. 

• The southerly curbof Huds6n Place--near. the TNJ bus boarding area--
serves as a taxi stand for more than 30 cabs parked perpendicularly to 
the curb. >·Farther west, between'RiverStreet and :Hudson Street, the .. 
southerly curb of Hudson Place is '.used .as a bus terminal' stop by the · 
Washington Street independents· :who provide in-city service along· 
Washington .Street. Private car passenger pick;;.up and drop--off also 
occurs along Hudson Place,. frequently from. traffic laries when buses 

·. and taxis are using the curb lane.. · · · · · 

• ··In addition to its·. commuter rel~ted · activities, Hudson· Pia:ce also 
carries through traffic •. The. mixture of through trafffo in the midst of · 

· ·. commuter services adds confusion and,safety problems and prevents .· 
. the Transportation Center from. serving commuters properly~ , · 

• The proposed project will assist .in. alleviating the· afprementioned .• 
conditions as well as Providing a generally higher leveFof service to 
users. . . : . . ' 

. The project will. contdbute toward the overall anticipated: rehabil:_ 
itation and .. improvement effort connecte~:l with Hoboken Terminal. 



· I .. 

ort would have ~ignificant urban area revitalizati~n aspects as 
Improving eommrer transportation. . . 

• 1{o sig ifi~ant di:,benefil)S have beenjdentified, . . . . . . . . I 
_....._ _ ___,,........,... I 

. . . I . . . 
.·. .· • · ·••· .. -· · Th~, • t chnica1 · study ed,titled ')Hobo.ken Transport-a tion . Center" · was 

.. ·cQmpleted in 19?7~ J:3-asic term~nalrehabilitat~on workis in progress under an 
·. · · Economic De. eloprnen,t · Adrnjnistration grant~ The project contained. herein, 

.. i.e. .bus dept, improvemertt1;1 a:hd taxi/kiss-and-ride area,. is recomrh~nded in 
the technical. $tlldy repe>rt.· It/ is not provided for unqer· the EDA_.gran:t~ · It 

.. ·.·· .. ~hould .. :·be n ted. _t~at ··the._ 
1
~ccesstul a~cc.mpijshment_ ·or __ th.~ . overa~ 

improvement . ~commend,d ~0,jr H?b~ken Terminal .and env1r,ons, !:)9th t~ans1t 
and·-non-tran 1t related, _bes in -a Jomt: development apJ!)roach. To.at 1s,- all ._ 
parties 'with 1':l interest iri th~ r_evitalization .and improvement ofth~ area · 
shotud active ,y,coaperate and ~ool f'1,nding resources. -· _ .. · , · · . . . 

··: • ' ... ·. .. ...... ·., -I . .· .: . .··. . •• • . 

. · . .. · Appro r,,tate. parti~s . E!.nd potential . funding :Se>urces appear to · include: · 
-· · . VMT A, FifW , FAUS, PA.Ta, O.A, Histpric Preservation~ HUD, Green Acres,·· and'NJDOT.<· .· . . .·. . . . . . ..· .. . 

, ort, ·· i1Hoboken Tra11sport:ation C~nter"~ teenrii~a,r s:tlip~ .·(IT""···. F,ehruary, 1971" · · · · · 
. ·. r-

l 

De~criptio1r · 
. ·• . , . . Phas~: nf it11pi-'o~em~nts . to .th:e Newai-k Subway, ~dude the co~struc- i ·•. 

• tion- of· high evel platforms~ th¢ installation. of sound absorbing .material in \ 
· ·tunri~ls, and tliie installation '.ci)f at least one automatic changemaker, one. 
, •.. ·. transfe~ ,disp nse:r and a.tie ex~ct chari~e automatic turnstile at each station 

entrance~ '. · · · I ·· · · · · · 
·. : · l:l¢nefits< .. ·. I 

.- ; Mighe. J~vel ot servi'.c~ifbr the 12,Q.OU· daily passerige'rs p~ojeGted for ' 
··-.· tije y art 19~5, in th~ a

1
~eas of p~ssenger convenience, amenities _ and · 

safety · · · . · 

Dfsben~f its ' .... · ·. .•. . . . I . . . . . .. . . . . . . . .··.• 
•· ··•· No sig lficant disbe~efits have been identified. . .• . • ' •. ' .· .. .. . . ·1 · . . . .·. . •.'•• 



ProjecfStatus · .· 

All initial seope of work fortheProject oas been completed~ 

·Primaey bataSources · 

•. Capital Grant Appli~ation,by the Qity of Newark, 1976. 

•. 'Newark · Transit Feasibility. Stbdy;by Parson,. Brinc.kerho.ff Qus,de &: 
Douglas, 1972. · 

I-295 Park and Ride Rail Station. 

Project Cost - $3.2:..milli,on · · · 

l)escription 
' ' 

' . : .·-- ' , . ·- . . . 

Construction of a new statiori along the Northe~st Corridor at Corneil 
Heights in Hamilton Township between the existing Trenton and Princeton 

.· JuncUon Stations •. The prqposed station would be built to accommodate 1,860 · 
automobiles~ - The project includes -· ... _ a .. station·. building with passenger 
processing facilities, two high level platforms 850 feet long by 12 feet wide 
and associated canopies.. An t.tndertrack tunnel, elevators and stairways are · 
proposed to provide access to· both platforms. The indicated project cost of 

·· 3~2 million dollars is for. the station bt1ilding, .?1igh level platforms and related 
facilities only.. - · · , 

-· Constructlon bf the parking facility, including land acquisition, and 
station access is a$sumed funda:ble thr(;>.Ugh Interstate funds •. Th.e ·associated 
,cost is estimated at 3.9 .. million d6J1ars,•.With the total facility costtherefore .·· 7.i. million dollars~ . . ... - .· - . -

· Benefits 

Parking demand ·at :Princeton Junction and Trenton stations is estf.:.. -
mated to be 3,.36.0 vehicles in 1980 and 4,41 O vehicles by the year 2000. . 

· Current combined parking capacity is 2,554 spaces. It is estimated 
that the J-.. 295 park .and ride would initially diver_t approximately. 77.5 

- autos from _the two stations (400 from Princeton Junction and 375 froill 
Trenton). " ' ' 

_ Significant auto circlila.tfon and a~cess restrictions currently exist for·_ 
the Tre.nton and Princeton _Junction station facilities. · Expansion of 
parkmg .capacity at.either site, coupled with normal growth.of the·. 
surrounding. area, will create unacceptable levels of auto congestion on 
the existing .roadnetwor~. _ · 

· .. -Potenti~l for related ~conomie growth, • e.g. small commercial est~b~ . 
, Jishments, moderate sized Hght inl:ltistrial, etc., in the area served by 
. the pa:rk.-and ... ride~ · The pr-oject i$ supported. by Hamilton Township, 

within which the site is 'located~ - · 



'' ,. . ·\· ,. . ,•• . . . ·, . ' . . . 

The additional statio~ stop wOu1d cause a ~mall trEtvel time loss foi' 
:commiuters boarditjg a~ Trenton statton~ ·· · ·· _. . · . , 

.. · •- .•· .· . ·,. .· , I'.<.. '.. . . . . .,.... . . . - .<'.. ·. .. 
. Stt rig opposftiontQ the proje(!t·by the: City ofTrenton which ~oniends 

. _ -tha ttie project would have seribt1$, detrimental irrmact on the City. 
, , -.. Thi has notbeensubs1rantiated •. · : , . ,_ . . -:.·., . .,· 

Pr,o ect St t1;1s -

.. _. _ _ Stti y conducted by the NJDO'l' Bureau of Cpmmon Carrier: Plimning , has been : •. 'lllpleted. Analy~is: to effectively determin,e the detaUed opera_; 
tional- imp ¢ts pos~d .by cons~ructioif of the faciljty would be needed •... · _ _ -

D ta' SQurcies f .. ·.. .• .. . . , •· < .·. .· . •· . . , ... ·. .• 
· • • -. "t...:2 5 Park and Ride; Staff Recorr:unenda:tions", August, 1977 ,A3ureau . -, , ::p :r~rt!:im~::ii;ff1ing~f (BCCP). ' ' Ex<1erpt fromi draft·.· study .. 

',' i ·· , . . . '• ', , ,' 

' . ' •' ' . 
' . ... : .. '': 

_ .... ~tu y ·work ~<>n~ucte~ \,:y the· NJDO'r Bureau of Highway -,1~~ning 
·- ·• resulteq int;wo alternative fmprovernent schemes. ,The first was for.a 120. > 

-space lot,·. i!th room. fQr ·exp~n~ion,. focated. on _-a 3-acre parcel (railroad ROW) · 
.. _located on _ t~e. south s!de or Osborne Avenue! , dia~pna~y ac~oss ~e. tre.cks 

fro.m-. the · x1stmg station :area ... <Implementation: cost 1s estimated at $0.9 
millie>n.,: he.· secon<:l was ·tor .a, 115- space ioti With.119. ~oomfor e~pansion, · 

le>cated <>t J~ast ~ailroad a~jacent to_ th~. rai}r:()ad tracks. Iinpl~me:\rttation -
costis .. est mated:a.t $0.3 million. It should be noted that "Improvement and 

- Extension,! : f,. Comlnuter, .· Tr~nsportation . Services _ in Mol}moutl) arid Ocean · 
· . Counties''< ~conical stuciy r~port; Jtily 197$, indicated a n;eed for ·expanded. ·-

. parkir_lg.,. th.' ~xtenfofwhich!w~>Uldvary acco~dingtolevelof ipiprovement o,f -< 
t}}e line ( ~eotnmend~ for i FRA Class 3, . i~e-1 60 mph g.esign: speed) ·and 
whether a Lake-wood extens· on is constructed. The Osborne Avenue site is - recornmen ecC - · · . - . - - . . · - - . . . . . . . .- . -

eenefits .. -
. . . . I .•, - . .. .. ,. . ., . , . · ... 

, , The:'eiisting:pai-kihg ,• al-ea is ¢lear,ly itjadeQuate. _· The)of :has .a potential 
··cap city_or·2sspaceslbut its poorconditicmprecluoesits acl1ievement. 

Piel survey indicated overflow of'ah esUmated 49 "'. 50 cars. on to the 
.. · loe · street and two pr! esently 'vacarit lots~ ·. ' . . ·-

•. mmunity involve, ent meeting was held on June 28, 1977. it was•·· 



reported that there was, n • ·· ·. unanimous opposition voiced at the 
community.· involvement meeting_· . - .. ·_n. . . Bureau of Highway 
Plam1.ing analysis indicated that: The project would improve traffic 
.flow on Osborne Avenue by remoying commuters' cars now parking 
there; tha.t access routes would be adequate with respect to a.vailable 
capacity .and; that the additional tra,ffic. should have no appreciable 
adverse affects on accidents a.t relevantintersections. However, these . 
views were apparently not shared by the community. 

· Project Status 

It does ;not appear tllat the project can .be successfully advanced until 
community support is obtainedr Also, the subject of the number of initial 
parking spaces required and extent .of provision for future expansion appears 
to require evaluation in light of what improvements to North Jersey Coast 
service are contemplated. It should also be noted that the project would be 
eligible for FAUS, as wellas UMTA, funding.· 

Primary Data Sources 

NJDOT Bureau of Highway Planning analysis material,• 1977. "Im-
provement and Extension of Co.mmuter Transportation Services in 
Monmouth and Ocean Counties'' (IT-09-0034/37), Draft Final Report, 
July 1978. 

Newark Bus TransitSecurity · 

. Project Cost - $0.5-million 

Description 

. Purchase of 156 2-way 111obile radio units for all buses assigned to 
TNJ's Orange Garage,. 3 base stations and 2 g·onsole units. 

Benefits 
. . 

Potential to reduce level of transit crime in Newark through faster 
police response time · and the greater possibility of apprehending of-
fenders.. · · 

Possible benefit to residents atong.the bus routes by giving drivers 
capability of reporting fires, traffic accidents, etc. to lqcal author-
ities. · · 

Potential to increase ridership throµgh greater public confidence with 
respect to security~ · · 

Operational benefit with respect to faster response time to break-
downs. · 

Disbenefits 

No disbenefits identified. 



I 
I , 

NJ OT "Transit Crime Study" completed. Report recommends that 
the project be monitored in 9rder to determine whether, and>to what extent, 
crime is r duced and/or pa~ronage increased. Project may be eligible for 
other than MTA capital grapt funding due to its nature. 

' ' ' 

,Report, 11Transit:
1 
Crime Study", June 1977, NJDOT in cooperation 

SLEPA. I ' 
I ' ! ... .,. .... ,,.,. .... 

l?ro·ect Co t - $9.8..;million 

' Pur hase of wheelchak-lift-equipped.vehicles for use providing, trans-
portation. er,yices to the State's elderly and handicapped citizens. These 
vehicles w uld be. in additioq to vehicles procured through the 16(b) (2) pro.;. 
gram for p iv ate non-profit qrganizations. The project would provide for the 
purchase ,o .approximately ~o vehicles per year througn 1985 (total of 420, 
vehicles). · : 

Benefits 

Pro ide additional 
citi · ems. 

Disbenefits 

i 
! 

m9bility · for the State's elderly , and handicapped 
I 
II 

The projectwas initi~lly conceived as a FAUS funded effort whereby 
initi tive. an<:l distribution.of.vehielesto various agencies·would lie at• 
the ocal level. · .This; approach appears to be more productive than 
UM A funding at the State level • 

. The need for the vehicles has not been established per se. Utilizing 
FA s or other non~UMTA funding would permit development of needs ' 
and related budgets pn . a year-by--year basis rather than having to 
c.om it a lump , sum 9f funds for the overall program period, before 
actu l needs are estabpshed. 

, ,. ·j, . ' 

It h s not been established that UMTA (other than 16 (b) (2) or FAUS 
fund'ng is required to\meet vehicle acquisition needs, i.e •. other' avail-
able• f~nding sources ·snould be explored. · 

Pro ·e,ct Sta us 

, • Con eptual. 
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Primary Data Sources 

NJDOT Office of Special Programs. 

Transpac Task Force input, August, 1978. 

High Occupancy Vehicle Lane - George Washington Bridge ApDroach 

Project Cost - $0.2-million 

Description 

Carpools. would be allowed to travel ori the shoulder of the expressway 
(eastbound) approaching the bus stop area and from there restricting the use 
of a travel lane approaching the toll booths. Reservation of these areas will 
require signing · and pavement striping identifying their location and the 
minimum vehicle occupancy of 3 persons for eligibility during the hours of 7 
to 9 a.m. ' 

Benefits 

It .is estimated that travel time for vehicles in the priority lane win be 
s.hortened from one to ten minutes. · 

Disbenefits 

Traffic through the bus stop may require its movement (space is avail-
able for its relocation). The cost to do so is estimated at approxi.;. 
mately $300,000. 

Potential for accident increase due to weaving conflicts. 

More appropriately FAUS fundable, especially considering that the 
project only serves carpools. 

Project Status 

NJDOT consultant completed study in June 1977. 

Primary Data Sources 

NJDOT IIRt. I-80/95 Bus CarpoolLane Study Results" 1977. 
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PRIORITY IV PROJECTS 

LOW COST OPERATIONS ORIENTED PROJECTS 

J\_-28 





Montclair Connection - Phase II 

Project Cost - $7 .8-million 

Description 

Completion of construction of a 2,000 ft. double track rail link on a 
new alignment which will connect the Montclair Branch and the Boonton Line 
of the Hoboken Division at Montclair. . Once completed Boonton Line 
passengers will have access to the Newark CBD. 

Benefits 

Completion of the project will permit discontinuance of Boonton Line 
service east of Montclair, i.e., all Boonton Line trains would be .routed 
via the Montclair Branch. This operational modification will result in 
a significant net cost savings. It is estimated that net annual 
operational savings (allowing for revenue loss) in 1978 dollars would be 
approximately $131,000. A capital cost saving of approximately 0.5 
million dollars (1978 dollars) would also be realized due to station and 
bridge rehabilitation on the Boonton Line east of Montclair which 
would not have to be undertaken., Assuming a project life of 50-years, 
the present worth of total net savings (present worth of 50.;.,year 
operational. net savings, plus present worth of station/bridge rehabili-
tation cost, less present worth of the capital cost of the Montclair 
Connection project) is estimated at 8.4 million dollars. 

It should be noted that the estimated revenue loss ($55,000 in 1978), 
due to patronage losses from Glen Ridge to Arlington stations, is 
overstated if looked at from a i1transit system" basis. That is, most 
rail ridership losses would switch to bus, not auto. Strong competitive 
bus service already accounts for the minor patronage at stations east 
of Montclair. Presently there are approximately 130 all-day eastbound 
boardings at Glen Ridge (most of whom could switch to Montclair 
Branch service) and a combined total of approximately 170 all-day east 
bound boardings from Rowe St. to Arlington stations (most of whom 
would switch to bus). It should also be noted that estimated 
operational cost savings were based on existing conditions. It does not 
take into account the possible additional saving which would accrue if 
the operating deficit of the Hoboken Division were computed using the 
Rail Services Planning Office (RSPO) Standard. 

The immediate benefit to the traveling public will be the availability 
of a new rail route providing direct access fro!TI the Boonton Line 
service area to the Newark CBD. The Boonton Line currently has a 

· 1arge commt1ter shed but does not serve Newark. Current daily round 
trip ridership west of Montclair is apprciximatley 2,520 riders. Access 
to the CBD should directly result in ridership growth over time. 
Specific projections are not currently available. In the advent of the 
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. i' 
Ke ny Connection, the Montclair · connection would permit Boonton 
Lin riders to transfer to M&E trains at Newark for access to Penn 
Stat·on, NYC. This would also have a positive impact on ridership. 

', l • • 

.. · '. . ·. . 
WilLhave a positive impact on Vehicle Miles, Travelled reduction in 
that current Montclair Branch riders who live west of Montclair could 
boa· d at closer Boontdn Line stations. · 

' ' 

The project involves the relocation of approximately 60 families.. The 
phy ical dwelling units in question are old and in decay. 

I 

Ces ation of Boonton · Line service east of Montclair would impact 
app ox:imately 30.0 current daily round trip riders. .However, as pre-
vioti ly stated,. apprqximately 130, from Glen Ridge1 could divert 
ei.th r to Montclair Branch stations or bus and the remainder to bus. . . ! . . . " 

' ' 

Pha e I of the Montcl11ir Connection project, involving that part of the 
connection within the confi1'es of the Lackawanna Plaza Urban Renewal 
Project an involving a new: Montclair Station site is ready for initiation. A 
preliminar application for Phase II was submitted to UMTA in April, 1971. 

Ph ·en PreUminary .Application dated April Z9, 1971 
I 
I . . 

TS PC Interim .Technical Report, ''An Evaluation of the Montclair 
Con ection," June, 19a7 •. • 

"Lo ation Study for !EL Connection in Montclair, NJ," Goodkind & 
O'D a,. Inc., October, 1967. 

Cur ent Booton Line Station counts. 
' 1 

OT internal memorandums and NJDOT consultant reports. 

Descri tio 
' ' 

'; . 

The project consists O:f the acquisition of fare collection equipment for 
exact-fare routes of subsidized carriers Statewide. The approximately 712 

·. fare boxes to be purchased would be specified to permit a later adaptation to 
electronic ata retrieval andi display. · · 

Benefits 

Exp nd the number of: existing, routes using exact-fare boxes. · 
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- Repl'1ce obsol~te, unsecured fare boxes • 
. . . - . . ·'• . . 

Provide fare boxes for routes currently operatfng · without fEµ"e col~ 
lection equitnnent •. 

Reduce· crime •. 

Increase revenue • collection assurance. 

··• Disbertefits · .· 
. •,. 

• No disben,efits iqentified · 

Project Status 

An initial estimate of the nuinber and type of fare poxes has been 
comp1eted. 

. . . . 

-. . ·. . ·.· 

-· · .· Primary Pata .Sources 

NJDOT Bureau of Motor Bus'Qperatfons, August, 1978 .. ·. 
' . . . 

NJDOT Bureauo:f Equipment, August, 1978 •. 
_I. . . •.. · • . '•. . 

· Pyrchase. of Bus Opera,tions Supgorf Vehicles ·.· 

Project Cost~ $2.0~millfon · 

Description · 

.· Purchase of tow trucks, service tru~ks, delivery vans, oper~tions cars·. 
and executive cars to r_eplace those in the·· fleets of subsidized ·. carriers 
Statewide that have· r.eached the. endo(their economic life.·-• Involves a total· 
of approximately 151 vehicles. . 

· Benefits 
. . . .. . . : . ' . . 

• · Replace antiqµated fleet of service vehicles.' 

Improve operations and maintenance capabilities of bus operators. 

Disbenefi ts . _·. 

No disbenefits identified~ . _·· · · 

Project Status 

PreUininary specifi~ation~ have been developed. 

Primar:t;·Data So.urces. 

• .N~DOT Bureau of Motor Bus Qperations,_August 1978. 
. :. . . ,. : . . ... · . 

• ·. NJDOT Bureauof Equipment~ August, 1978 •.. 





PRIORITY V PROJECTS 

MODERATE COST PROJECTS OF SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT 





. : . . . . . . . . . ·. . : .· . . . . ·: : . ·. i . 

. CamqenTt:AOS!29ttation Center-.· 

... Project•·co~t - $19.0-million 

.DesGription_.• 

··. · .. ·.· • .. Construction of .a·. co~rdinJt~d rail. rapid. transit-bu~ ~transfer ' .. and.• ter-
minal fac:ility. UJ.COrporitting the foµo~ing three major physicaFelements arid 

· improvements:.· · · · 

.. 1) BU$. Terminal•. - a consolidated btis terminal and.tram;fer facility with .. 
about .18 berths for: both· long/medium haul. and local fe·eder bus 
servie.es,. with .on and orf-streetloaditlg access( ·. . .. . 

. , .... · ... ' . . . ·.·· .. . . ·. 

·. 2) Park fog 'Garage ~-lVIulti--level :p·~rking garage .. for approximately 680 
a.utomot?iles directly .interconnected _with the b_us terminaland the 

. passenger concQurse ·. serving tnri rail rapid transit· station Via .. direct 
elevator and s~airwayaccess> . , .. . . . 

3) lVJ~ss Transit Station and ·Con.c6~rse - a),Addition of a new entrance ' 
complex to the existing Broadway P ATCO · Station incorporating an 
open, but covered plaza. facing Broadway. at street level. b) At the 
concourse, a new PATco·p.assenger distribution•area ·wrn·be.·provided. 
with mod¢rn, facilities for the movenientof passengers cm and off the 

.• ·· PATCO system iiP.d t9 and from puses,a:nd the parking. garage;. 

Benefits 
. . - . ' . ' . : 

•. ' Provision of an attractiv~,- eonvenient multi,..modal' transportation 
center providing. service for local, commuter _,and iritercity buses, taxis 

· and the P:ATCO' Rapid Transit Line. ··• Daily ·passenger movements a:re 
estimated at approximately ·191000 :(8,700, PATCO~ 81500 PATCO 
feeder bus, 1,800 other pu~) iri J9·85. Approximately 1.35,000 annual . 
bus movements are anticipated tfbe·ryandled at the facUity in)985. If 
PATCO branch lines:to Mt~ Laurel and/or Glassboro are.c.oristr:t:1ctedin 
the future; the termi11at\\fot1ld also serve as the commori:focaFpoint of · 
those operations, witb a corresponding increase in usage~-. . . ,,,.. .. . . ' . ·, .. 

• · ·· Reduced operational .cost<to' :bus operators through economy of scale . 
. and inore :effe~tive .space<Utilization. TNJ ·and •Greyhound ·presently• 
share a facility~ Tr.ailways:-~Perates·out·of a separate location. ' 

., . Contribution to the ,revit~lizatfon' of th~ Oarridep: Central Business . 
.. · .... ·District ( CBD} by.•. providing .··tile··. ,illlpetus . for ·. privat~. · develop merit 

··· througn improving th~ attractiveness of the area and access to 'it· · 
•.• Provi~e. tra~sportatipµ service; fq'r traffic gen~rators.-th~t are planned 

···.·.· or under oeveloPment within the immediate :r:edevelopment area, most 
··. notably: ·· Cooper Medical Center; ;yeterans Administration· Hospital; 



Cour Iious~ :complei;/county arid ~ity offices; and, new and proposed 
hou~i. g:._... Qamden r<3v~tau_·z_a:~ion ?_ ff~rts. are· ··.p_redicted. •· to genera_t e .an , 
addit ot11;tl 3.4,0Q,o,-. 45,~00 daily tr.1ps into and ,out o.f tf\e Camden CBD. ·. ' ' ; . < ' ..•.•. · 1. > ' .•.. ' ' ·. ' .. ·· ,' •.• : ·_.·, ·< ' 

.. . • .· , ~edu e tra,ffic ~<mgest~oh and Illleviate on~street parking problem~~ 
. . . ··.· . . I . . . . . . . . .. ·.· . • .·. • . . •. · .. · 

,' ,,,•, ·: Gen~ a,t~ -n~w tr;1rtsitfridership t~~o~gh, provision of adeq\fate . 
' J;)al'kl $:and _eO?rdmate~tr1mspor.~at~c:1n ,sery1ce~· '. , ; ', . 
'' ·, '·· ... · ·• '; :._·_ .. ·. '' '' ' i '' ,', ·••••·' , .. • ' .• · ... ··· .... •·.··. ' ' .. •·.· ' 

. Oi~1i·'L"iL:n1:fJ2ZI~;:t:;::::::i.~llydW~g··.•. 
· peak· travel periods~ .. Fiojever, tne ·majof streets to be ·· affected are · 

·•' r~po .. -.~s. t,>eing pre~ently 0utilizE?d 'belb'w c~p~Qity .9,rid should' have ···• 
' ' l~ttle djHi¢11ltrrn,ee~Jn,v)e ·11c19~t.iori~ldem~nd. ·•·· ' ' ' ', 

.· '·l'jrl~.~~p~e~tio,.1or urtA, fund!: hM.~een prepftl'ecl&)dSl)bf,Dittedis 

• . Fiqel 9tppUeation _of t~e City of Camden for the Camden Transpor-
#=:~!:!#~· ~0~ta:!!:_ ~~io:!::!!: Terminal (UMT1 .Projeet No. NJ-0:HlOlS), December 15, 1911. 

___ _....,.... ·~:$i55~·Q;millidn. · ·. -·.·• · 
·• bes~rjp•~ion • ,, · · . 

.. ·.·. : •:: .. : . >- ··._ . l . > > ,. < <: .. -· . < .. ·.. .• . . ··.·.· •·. 
: , : Q,ons rti~fion program to: conhect,-the> Conrarr Morris ~-d Essex Line tQ · .. · 

· .the Al\1'.J'R Jf Northeast Corfidqr•Lin~in. Kea,,.ny in o.rder ~o·pr<,vide dire,~t · 
acce$S>t<l P · nh Stat~on/N'Y' c~/ ·Project mcludes111odifieation • to tracks,.· signa~· · . ·•··:1:~~~!~i~.•'.•~:~;z,:e~1;Jr;·•::;;;~;:~;~r.• .. t0!f ::~~~¢~t~~:%~Yf~c~i;~a~6.·:_ 

.. · Arrow- llI',s required ,for. N ·G ,oper:at1on (speed control. and performanc~ 

.\re¢order)~·•. he.•·co~t-dQesnot!_melµde':thepurcba;s~of ~dditional·roiiing·.stock.· 
...• thEit \9¢1;1ld, a~?~ar _to ~:e r~9fired. to a7co1:1rnodate. ~a_tron.age :g~n~rated b~ · . 

. aut~=~.~ m.-~:::;:rE:at::::::ru:::::e:::.::::~ . 
I . 

,' ' '!> < ' '' 
-· -.· . • An a erage. time savinJ- of approximat~ly 1.0 minutes p~r trip for direct 

acce s users~ Project 1d· 1985 patronage is. approximately 9,700 round 



trip riders per average weekday (this figure does not include potential 
Boonton Line transfer users if the Montclair Connection project were 
implemented). On the basis of a time value of 6 cents per minute, this 
would represent an annual travel time saving of ·approximately· 3.2-
million dollars in 1985. Discounting time loss to non-users (discussed 
in the fallowing section under disbenefits), net annual system savings is 
estimated at 2.8 million dollars. 

1985 auto diversionsare estimated at 1,200 per week day. 

Disbenefits 

It is estimated that approximately 1,700 of the 9,700 daily round trip 
users (17.5%) would be due to bus ridership diversions. It is estimated 
that there would be approximately 1,500 daily corridor bus riders to 
NYC in 1985 who would not switch to rail. Assuming that bus service 
would be decreased due to the diversions, it is estimated that 
remaining bus riders would experience an average time loss of 
approximately 2 minutes per trip. 

An average time loss of approximately 2 minutes for Hoboken Div.ision 
M&:E raH riders desiring to continue to. Hoboken. Projected 1985 
patronage is 5,100 round trip riders per day. In the aggregate, it is 
estimated that average annual travel time· 1oss to "non-users" (bus &: 
rail) would be approximately 0.4-million dollars. 

Project Status 

Technical Study, "Trans-Hudson Rail Operations Planning and Market 
Analysis" (IT-09~0037 /69) to be completed in the Spring of 1979. "Direct Rail 
Access Project" study completed. Preliminary. application submitted~ 

Primary Data Sources 

Preliminary data. from the !!Trans-Hudson Rail Operations Planning and 
Market Analysis " study (IT-09-:-0337 /69), to be completed in the Spring 
of 1979. 

"Direct Rail Access Project" study report, June, 1977. 

Port Authority of New York and New Jersey cost estimates. 

Purchase of 2-way Radip for Long-HaulBus Routes 

Project Cost - $20.0~million 

Description 

Equip approximately 1,723 commuter buses on all long-haul routes (in 
excess of ·20 miles one,..way) Statewide with two-way radio equipment and 
provide dispatching facilities. 
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Benefits. 

·. -__ -Im~r ve ope~ati?~- pr~lc~dures by per_mi~tirig_ scheduling ·and bllS route .· 
ass nment mod1f1cat11ns to meet. variations m demand~ . . . · · -

· _ P,er . it 'more effieieni :eqUiJ:)n:ient utilization :bY spr~adirig _passenger, 
·- load ng ove1i nu~ber jo.f buse~ 

.. . . "' ./· - . -· :· . ·,:.. . : i . . . . . : .:.• :_ --··: -._ .. ·. . . : '. .. :· ... · : . .-.,:· 

" M_.-_in!_··. i~_·. e,. de_J._a. ·ys b·y_·_re~--E~itt_i_ng_ b_u_··_ ses --.t~---_ c~o~-de. d st. ops aro_u_ 'n. d t_r __ ar. fie _' . acci ents and delays. . .· _ i . . . _ . _ _ . . , . . . 

. . · • . Incl" ased passer,i~er . I d driver . sec~rit; by all~wing instantaneous . 
- :· - cont ¢~ toqen,tral disp;atching for emergency fire or µolice services~ · 

• . . Poss bl~ i~~reas~ in op[f-r~ting costs.: 
Pro·e.ct·Sta us . .- •·_ · ·._.· _·.·-. -.·- •· : .. · .·•· .. 
. . . F~t. er studY)s.require(jto develo~ crite~ia ford~Sign.·_ .. 

: . Prirnar D~ ta Sources . . ::_ ·. : ·. ·. . ·. . ·_ ·- . ·. ··. 
. _--·.····.. ... . I:: . ,_·; :-··, . :- .• ·.-
T Btll'eau of Mot9r ·Bus Operation$, August,J97'8~ · · 

.- 1', Sµr~a1,i~f Equipment, Augu~t~·19'7"8., . - ·< ·_· . 

--Port ~utbodty ofN:trw York and New Jersey, Miy, i979. 
- ·, .. ••,· ·- . . ·. ·.' .. · - .. - . 

' . - This ptoject-~onsists of the following threE!l ele-rnents; .. 

i) • .Trac · w:ork; Signals• Ja: Communication~ Const~uction · of· an. addi~ .·. · 
---· .. tion · . ·• track along 6.~ ·. mileg ·of. right--of :'way b~tween the•· Pasea¢k •· 

Vall y Line's junction wtttrthe Bergen Coll:nty Line {Mile Post 7 .5.6) and . 
-. F,aii' ount -AvenuE!. (M~le -PQst 14.an -and ::the · addition o( two -passinf 

si<iin s and altering slignals for- train\ ,control signals over- the strigle .. -
trac li>~tween Fairmount Averi.ue and $pring Valleyt New York. -· . , . . . . . . . I . . . . · .. : . ·. . . . . . • . .. .·, 

2) EQ'1i. ment Ptµ'~hase[ of one . train• set consistilig of: one dies~l loco;.. ·· 
· mot· e, one _cab car al\ld four trailer-coaches-.,.- The.additional trafo set ·· 
. is .n e~ed to. ,proVidti' lthe increaseci ·. frequency -· of . seryice during peak · 
h<>ur :and the iri~titu~ipn ofs~rvlce during off'i)eak hours permitted by 
the ompletion of dout>le.;.track.ing .... · -- . . .• ·. ·• > :·., •, ' . i ' ·.·· .. · ...• 

·.-3) Exp nsiori of.oapacit I at,WoodbihEt Yard:- Constrtiction.·of an·addi;.. .. 



tional 1,000 feet of track at the Woodbine Yard inSpring Valley, New 
York. to permit overnight storage of the additional train set. 

Benefits 

Higher level of service for the current ridership of approximately 
6,400 passenger trips per day and the projected 1985 ridership of 6,900 
passenger tripsper day(normal growth). 

Generation of new ridership. However, magnitude unknown, as well as 
impact on bus operations. 

Disbenefits 

Increased operations and management costs. 

Probable increased deficit and higher subsidy support. 

Possibility of. serious detrimental impact to profitable, unsubsidized 
commuter long-haul bus services resulting in the need for subsidy 
support. 

Project Status 

A study entitled !!Erie Lackawanna Mainline/Bergen/Pascack Corriqor 
Study" (lT"".09-0069) involves. a marketing and systems analysis effort to 
evaluate the general demand for rail service in the corridor and how that 
demand might be served by existing rail lines and passenger services. Work 
on the twelve-month study was initiated in September, 1978. · 

Primary Data ~ources 

NJDOT Bureau of Capital Facilities, :August, 1978. 

NJDOT Bureau of Rail Equipment, August, 1978. 

EL Electrification - Netcong Extension 

Project Cost - $22.0-million 

· Description 

All electrical, signal, communication and track work. necessary to 
extend electrified service 10 miles from Dover to NetC!ong. Also included is 
the development of regional park and ride facilities in the Netcong and 
Peapack/Gladstone areas and station and parking improvements at bover. 

Benefits 

Would provide . Newark Central· Business District (CBD) access i.e., 
M&E service, for Netcong .and Lake Hopatcong stations (a total of 
approximately 190 ·current daily eastbound ·boardings). However, the 
advent of the Montclair Connection would. likewise provide Newark 
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Dir ct access to Penn Station NYC for the two stations in the advent 
of t e Kearny Connection •. 

' 

Yeh Cle ·. Miles Travielled . reduction· due to passengers . in the 
Net· <mg/Lake Hopatc[ong Station service areas, who currently drive to 
Dov r Station to boa;rd M&E trains, having a shorter station access 
trip However, thi~ . would likewise be offset by the Montclair 
Con ection. : 

i 
. : 

llig . capital cost (197;8 dollars) per daily passenger trips. Estimated at 
app oximately $29,792, on the basis of a 1985 daily round trip ridership 
of 240 (480 daily trip$). It should be noted that the projected ridership 
ts n the basis of f'~ormal" growth. It does. not take into account 

· pos ible nadded" rid~rship . at the two stations .. due directly to the 
imp ovement. Howevjer; the following shouldbe kept in mind. First, a 
por ion of the nadded';' ridership would represent diversions from Dover 
Sta ion •. SeCond,.a portion of ·the i1addedllridership would be from bus 
div rsions. Possible auto diversions, i.e. new transit riders, would be a 
sm 1 fraction of the preceding. Also the Montclair Connection, if 
con. tfµcted, along w~th increased service to Netco11g (presently only 

two eastbound a.m. a,11,d westbound p.m. trains depart and arrive at 
Net ong respective!~}· would tend to stimulate the same type of. 
''ad ed11 ridership. · 

I 

The Netcong Extensidn was included in the original NJDOT Mor.ris and 
Essex Ree ectrification UM:TA Capital Grant Application but subsequently 
deferred.ct e to·financial constraints. 

' I 
I 
I 
I 
I . .· , 

apital Gran, Application for the Morris & Essex Reelectrica-
[ . . 

i 

hase of 15 ra,H dars and 3 locomotives to operate additional ser-
vice on th Hoboken Divisioh Bergen County and PascackValley Lines as well 
as the ini iation .of a shuttle service between . Hoboken and the District. 
Purchase .. f 2,Q transit buses for bus routes gerving the District from outside 
and for ro tes operating wi~hin the District. The project was suggested by 

j 
i 
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the Hackensack Meadowlands Development Commission as an initial measure 
to satisfy the expected transportation needs of the. District. It should be 
noted that the project cost does not include the cost of double tracking the 
Pascack Valley Line, which would be required for the operation of additional 
train sets. The additional costwould be approximately $26.6-million. 

Benefits 

Five of the cars would provide for existing need and market growth on 
the Bergen County Line and the Pascack Valley Line. 

Four cars would accommodate expected increases in daily ridership on 
the Pascack Valley Line due to work trips to the District. 

Three of the cars would accommodate expected demand for rail ser-
vice from Hoboken to the District i.e~, reverse commute. 

Three of the cars would accommopate expected demand by District 
residents for rail service to New York City. 

The 20 transit buses. would accommodate part of the expected 
increased peak period demand for bus service to and from the District 
and within the District. 

Disbenefits 

Increased operations and management costs. 

Probable increased deficit and higher subsidy. 

PossibiUty of detrimental impact on viable Jong-haulbus operations. 

Project Status 

The preliminary, draft of the Hackensack Meadowlands Transportation 
Study is completed •. Two NJDOT studies impact the proposed services. The 
"Main/Bergen/Pascack Valley Corridor Study" will evaluate demand and 
service provision solutions. The 12-month study was initiated in September, 
1978. The "Transportation Efficiency and. Effectiveness Study", dealing with 
bus services, likewise a 12..:.month study is scheduled for completion. in 
December, 1979. A clearer assessment of needs and solutions to those needs, 
as impacts transit improvements concerning the .Meadowlands District, will 
be possible through the combination ofresults from the three aforementioned 
studies. 

Primary Data Sources 

Preliminary Draft of .the Hackensack Meadowlands Transportation 
Study (IT-09-0037), March 1978. 

' Correspondence . to NJDOT from Richard Roberts, Transportation 
Planning Project Manager for the Hackensack Meadowlands Develop-
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men Commission, datfd August 23, 1978. • 
1 

Sece,ucus Transfer I 
I 

Pro;ectCo t~ $ 47.8-millionli. 

Descri tio •. . . 
1 

Con truction of .a stat\ionandpassing tracks· at the intersection of the 
Hoboken D"vision's Main Lirie and Bergen County Line with the Northeast 
Corridor in Secaµcus to pern~itMain Line and Bergen County Line Riders to 

. transfer to Northeast Corridor trains. · .The stated. proj.ect cost does not 
include the purchase of additionalrolling stock that would be expected to be 
required t ~ccon1modate p~tronage generated by autoand bus diversions 
(estimated t 10,680 perso11s fn 1985). ·· 

I 
I Benefits . I 

. . . I 
. . .I.·• . . . . . ... · .. ·· . . . . v:erage time sav:ing of approximately 2~3 minutes for transfer 

user with a Penn StaHon1 NYG destination. Projected 1985patronage 
is a proximately 11,700 round trip riders per average weekday (9,500 
for ew Jersey). On ]the basis of a time yalue of 6 cents per minute,· 
this ~ou.ld represent ~n annual travel tjme savings of approximately 
872 housand'dollars ih 1985. · · . . . . . . I . 

I 

auto diversions at-e estimated at approximately 940 per wee~day. . I . . . . . . 1 . . 
j 

i 
! 

It is estimated that approximately 9,740 ofthe 11,700 daUy round trip 
user (83%) would be ~ue to bus ridership diversions •. This corresponds.· 
to a reductiontn corripor bus ridership of approximately 22%. ·uwould 
hav the mos.t advers~direct .impact on thoselong-ha11l·operators who 
are urrently profit-,~aking e.g. Short Lines. There would also be a 
corr spending advers~ impact to bus drivers and other bus company 
pers nnel. · i · · · · · 

i . I . . . 

An verage time loss pf approximately 2 rninutes for Hoboken Division 
· Mai Line/Bergen Pascack Valley rail riders desiring. to continue 
to ol;>oken •. Project~d 1985 patronage is appl'oximately 11,000 round 
trip riders per day. A;ssuming .that bus service would be. decreased due 

·. to t e large number ~f diversions, it is estimated. thatremaining bus 
ride s. would experienc~ a slight time loss. It .. is estimated that there 
wou d · be approxima t~ly 33,900 daily round trip corridor bus riders. to 
NY· . temaining inl985 who woµIctnot switchtothe rail mode. In the 
agg egate, it js estimated that travel time disbenefiLto "non~users" 
wou d. be sUghtly. grealter than . travel time benefit. to "usersf!. It should 
be oted that this. dads not include. travel time disbenefit to Northeast 
Cor jdor passengers hd w,ould have. an extra stop. This disbenefit 
coul be about 2. to 3 rninutes. · 

t 

1 
I ·. 

"Trahs--Hudson Rail Operation's Platming and Market . ! ·• ·.·: . •·· . . 
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Analysis" (IT-09-0037 /69} to be completed in the Spring of 1979. 

Primary Data Sources 

"A Preliminary Analysis of the Ridership, Cost and Benefit For Secau-
cus Transfer Proposal and Secaucus Direct Rail Access Connection," 
NJDOT Bureau of Transit Planning, August 17, 1978. 

Port Authority of New York and New Jersey cost estimates, August, 
1978. 
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PRIORITY VI PROJECTS 

HIGH COST PROJECTS OF HIGHLY SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT 





NJCL Lakewood Extension 

Project Cost - $84.2-:million 

Description 
. . . 

Construction of an electrified rail line, over existing rail ROW, from 
Matawan to Lakewood via Freehold, including four new. stations. Project 
includes the purchase of five electric locomotives and 46 coaches. 

Benefits 

Improved travel time to Newark and New York City, for the estimated 
6,150 daily round trip riders in 1985. · 

An estimated auto dive~sion of approximately 1,800 plus daily round · 
trips. 

Reduced Vehicle Miles Travelled due to a shorter station access trip 
for current inland rail users who. would switch· to the. Lakewood 
extension. 

Enhancementof county land use and development go?-ls. 

Disbenefits 

Possiblerelocatfonof business at proposed alignmentin Freehold and 
impact on YMCA and Girl Scout Camp Sites. 

The potential negative impacts due to bus. diversions and diversions 
from the existing North Jersey Coast Line are not predicted to have 
long term impact in that 1985 patronage projectlons for both bus and 
coastal rail service . are estimated to show gains due to the rapid 
residential development of the servicearea. · . 

Project Status 

Technical Study, "Improvement and Ext~nsion of .Commuter Trans-
. porta:tion Services . in Monmouth and Ocean Counties" (IT-09-0034/37) has 
be~n completed. NJDOT is considering alternative services such as diesel for 
this corridor. Further study Of these alternatives is necessary before any 
recommendation regarding implementation can be made. 

Pimary Data Sources 

Draft Report, "Improvement and E:x:tension of Commuter Transpor-
tation Services in Monmouth and Ocean Counties," July, 1978. 

P ATCO Extension to WestBerlin 

Project Cost - $96.4-million 
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. I , .1 ,• 

I 
1.·. 

,J' 
Ii · 

: . : -:·. : _,.-·-: . . . .... _: --·: . ; .,._'-. ~--. •'·· ' ··J. . -. ,• .. >: : . ' . . . . 

··.,.·. · A .3+mile extension of the Lindenwold High.:.Speed Line from its 
· present te· qimus ·_at Lindenwold•·.ta .• West'Berlin, •. · Alignment .• would be along 
existing S ashore -Division r~· ht-of-way. Included in the project is a walk-on 
. station fa ility at Gibbsboro Road, terminal facilities, and 22 new cars •. 

Benefits . · . , . . 
·~ , 

• ~t m~t~d •1978 daily patronage ·Of :~pproximately 3,SOQ. roun.d 'trip• . 
. · .. rid . rs added (not Urie' volume) to. the :PATCO system (1985 projections 

not availatileJ. · · · · · · · ·· · 

. : ~e u~ed travel tfrne t ol' ext~nSion rid;rs; m6re .. co~forta~ie· and- con- . ven ent trip. · . • . 1 ': . . . . . . . . ·. . . 

. . .. . . . . . > I::: . . ,., > . •···_ ··_ ·. ·.· 
.• .. ,W w ' ''gr~wtbH ij~ .··· L~nden~old t-rrough. reducti9li o.f par~ing demand 

... •· gen ra.tett·by·.W~st.Be.rlin/Qibt>sboro~d.·-us~rs,i.e., Lindenwold par~ing 
"Pi'e ently atcapacityf · · .. ·· · , > _ .. ·· . ·· .· . · .. ·_·_··.· ... · .. · •.· ·. · · ... · .. · • 

I 

i~ mor·e effi~ieni· feeder ~us operation. · 

Oisbenefit · · · 

.. • . . ~ss .of a West Be lin Station is ·predicated on the construction of a 
. cro. ~b1;1I1ty•·eonnectbr highway which.woµld.serve•the _station from . 
.. u.s · 30 ~oi\QeyQndl.4n tll~ .sou.tli, .. andN:.JrRoute 7.3.for b~yond)on tne• .. 
nor h,and e~st. Presint aece$s tot.he prqposed sit.e-is inadequate. 

. . ,.. .:,:.. ., . • .• ... ·•. 1·• '.:• . . ·· . ... . ".•·. ·, . . ' ' .. . . . 
• ' . Est m~ted ·. tfiat ' "asse~iated feeder btis servie.e orientation would ill"".· .. · 

. . •. :•:::;•::i1z:::::::::::6:::y:f \hei 
. .. . . . Ner P:Qrt Autho~ity" (IT"-09.;0009) coint,lete; ~eliminary inform.a"" · 

.. tion. inciic te$tlia.f:.f~ctors 1influencjqg .bothicos(:and patronageifnay: .. have-
... come into: play sin~e. the :stUcly and that rearialysis'is irt or<der~ ·. . . 

.. ··.·• ·•··•· : .,. . - . > ·: . l .. _-... .··: , . ·.· ·••·•. . ' .. ·· 
·.Primar··n ta.Sour:Ces T .. . 

Fin Re~~rt, .''Mas~ Transportation Development Prog~~m•. of. the .·:· 
. ~el ~are River Po~t ~~t~(?rity~' (lT~~9-00O.9), :.December, 1975 •. · 

'·. D~I .w~re,:ValleiRegfonat Planning:_C6rt)1i1isi9n>staff pattqn~e .esti•'· '. 
_. rna (;!s, August ·197s~ · · ·· · ·- · · · · · · 

. i. ·: ' .· ,, .. . . 



Description 

A 6.9 mile extension of the Lindenwold High-Speed Line from its 
present terminus at Lindenwold to Atco. Alignment would be along existing 
Seashore Division right-of-way. Included in the project is a walk-on station 
at Gibbsboro Road,· a station at West Berlin, terminal facilities, and 26 new· 
cars. 

· Benefits 

Estimated 1978 patronage of approximately 4,800 round trip riders 
added (not line volume) to the· PATCO system (1985 projections not 
available). 

Red.uced travel time for extension riders; more comfortable and con-
venient trip. 

Reduce Vehicle Miles Travelled due to shorter station access trip for 
current P ATCO users from the service area. 

Allow "growth" at Lindenwold through reduction of parking demand 
generated by current PATCO users from the service area, i.e., Linden-
wold parking presently at capacity. 

Permit more efficient feeder bus operation. At present numerous 
PATCO 11feeder" routes continue on to Philadelphia due primarily to 
PATCO capacity restraints. 

Disbenefits 

Success of a West Berlin Station is predicated on the construction of a 
cross-county connector highway which would serve the station from 
U.S. 30 (or beyond) on the south, and N.J. Route 73 (or beyond) on the 
north and east. Present access to the proposed site is inadequate. 

Estimated that associated feeder bus service orientation would in-
crease the annual bus su'bsidy by approximately $329,000 annually. 

Project Status 

Technical Study 11Mass Transportation Development Program of the 
Delaware River Port Authority" (IT'.""09'.""0009) complete. Preliminary infor-
mation indicates that factors influencing both cost and patronage may have 
come into play since the study and that reanalysis is in order 

Primary Data Sources 

Final Report, "Mass Transportation Development Program of the 
Delaware River Port Authority11 (IT-09-0009), December, 1975. 

Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission staff preliminary 
corridor patronage estimates, August; 1978. 
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M' 

Maj r station rehabilitation as required. Construction of high level 
platforms, amps, and canopies. Expansion of parking facilities as required. 
This proje t would be statewide in scope although every station would not 
necessarily be involved. 

Benefits 

level of service in the area of passenger convenience and 

Pro ides accessibility for the elderly and handicapped. 

No ignificant disbenefits identified per se. Only "disbenefit" would lie 
in t e area of cost Vs. need, especially in the area of high level 
plat orms, when low p~tronage is involved. 

Con eptual on a statewide basis although there are specific stations 
for which t is type of major upgrading has been previously proposed. 

NJ OT, Public Transportation Staff, May, 1979. 
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Bayonne Light Rail Transit .. 

Project Cost - $83.8-million 

Description 
I 

Grade separated light rail transit line extending from Journal Sq. to W 
8th. Street in Bayonne via PATH, LVRR National Docks Branch, and CNJ 
ROW and 15 station locations. Includes .the acquisitiori of 24 Standard Light 
Rail Vehicles. 1985 patronage estimated at 11,250 round trip riders per 
we.ekday. · · 

Benefits 

Reduced t.ravel time for approximately 31 % of persons in service area 
(63% Bayonne,·· 10% Jersey City).. Examples of travel time saving to 
Journal Sq. over Boulevard bus, are as fallows: Broadway and 53rd St., 
14 minutes; Avenue C and 27th Street, 6 minutes and; Avenue B and 
53rd Street, 2 minutes. 

Auto diversions are estimated at 625 per day in 1985. 

Disbenefits 

Travel time increased for. approximately 9% of persons in service area 
(23% · Bayonne, 0% .Jersey City). No time. saving for 60% (14% 
Bayonne, 90% Jersey City). 

Service does not appear to be .of any measura.ble benefit to elderly, 
poor or carless due to the alignment of the proposed service. · 

83% of ridership, 18,700 daily trips, from bt1s diversion. Predicted that 
system deficit (bus & rail) will increase $430,000 (1975 dollars) over 
the current deficit (Bus only deficit increase of $655,00. Assumes rail· 
makes a $225,000 profit). · 

Due to the n:on"".'central a.Ugnmen.t of the light rail service, substantial 
bus service· would have to be retained to provide feeder service and to 
provide supplemental services. 

Project Status 
. . 

Technical· Study· "Transit Service-Bayonne. to Jersey · Ci ty11 (IT-09-0 O 37), 
completed. 

Primary Data Sources 

Draft Final Report "Transit Service-Bayonne to Jersey City", April, 
1977. 
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.. ; ·.· ...... Con tructiqn _program to .connect th~. Cbnrail .· Bergen County; Main. and 
· Pascack; V ll~y J,.ines :19 the · :MT-R.i\K Northeast Corridor Line in Secaucus in 

.·. order ·Jo .rovide" direct aceess to Penn Station, Ntc.. Project excludes · 
.. modifi~~tf ris, to . tracks, sigrtals , and tr~ction · power · sys tern on. the Corridor,, 
and at l?e Station,;: NYC .inl order to ex:pand peak hour c~1pacitY to 26 trains. 
This cost· s:eontained. in,.·the··te!U'ny.·Connection· prcijec(.sirtce plans have· 
indicated . ·. ait it· wo1,1ld ·be eohstructed first~ ·Project· cos.t does n()f include, the .. 

. cost ofro .iiir.stock. car>abl~··qf electt:i¢/non..-EHectricterritory· operation ·nor .. · 
· .. fleet ~ite nctea$~. that wo4kl b.e ext,ected ·to 1::>e require<tto accommo.date 

patron·ag··· e ... ··•. · ~.n·•····e·• rat.ed by ~utot·.j1aannds0,·fb.eursfdi¥:ersion,$., , ·•·· ... • .·. . . . , <· . · , . ··. . 
.. ·•· · ~enefits'~ 

to ·· P~T;H . ai. Hoboken for direct acc~s,s, 

• • .. : ;.,~ urne. sayil ~··•PP~8;m~,e!j0~-~ \11\n~t~·,o• d\rect~e5$•·.··.· 
•·• user •.... Projecte<t .. 19~1$ ; patronage.· is appro~itnately l;.5,600. rounC, trip · 

fiq~ jier a~erag, we~kd,~y>(l2;~6;0':frorn _t-T~w '.Jerse~)._. On the basis of .. 
•·· a t;i, •., :v~ue of 6. c;nts per. '.mmut~~ • thts YioQ],~ represen~ an ,annuaj. 
· · t~,a.v l, ti'l1\~ savlngs 1()f :appl.'()xii1tately. 2~0 million.;. dollars in 1985. 

, .·. J.lis ounti~f tr~vet~ ti~e. l-0~ to . n9~;'"·use~s _(qi~~qssed unqer disbenefits), 
· net. ~tem savmg1se~t1mate<i at.h.~•qull;ondollars ••. · ·· 

~ut~ di~er~idns: Jre. est~mi3.ted:~t ll40•:\p~r w~ekday. · ... . . 

.. ·. lt·i ... estirnited.thaf appro~imately;i,~~170 of\th~ 1$;6.00 daJly· user$· •· · 

·••···•···· '.~~i :~i~o;!t~~;~1;WY/i?.·?t~s ~~1~~1~Pri~ll:i:~~0 ~f· .aP.l~lii~~::i:02~:%~ ..•. ··'.• 
'fbe most adverse direct impact would .be on. those long.,.haul operations 
thti: ijife. cufrently pr6fit:rrtak1rig· e:g. · Sh<>rt ,Lines/ There would be a · 

., ·.f .:t:~;:t:::·:;z::·r:::;:::n:··· 
r~de .. sr.<?OQtmumg·to-use Hoqoken as a clestmation~ ProJected patl'onage . 
i$ a. Pt:<>xirnile1~ 10,{0Q daily roun{j trip. ,rlders in 1985 •. A$suming that · . 

. bus · ~r.vice woulq. b.e kiecreas~d due-, t() the large . nu$ber of diversions;. · 
.. •· .. it.i ~stiin~tedtttat r~maiillng il:>us'.'ri.ders.:; w-0uld also lose less than ·one ·• • · .tom .t~ per : ti'ip~ .It i$ ~s~imated. that< tllere would be approxitnately. 
s3p, 00 daily•tioundtri~ bus-riders to NYC rema:ihing·jn 1985 who would · 

•. ··.· •>nof,$Wi~ch\tp. th~. r~ir: g1ocie~·.·•J· The,.aggreg~JE! result. is toai:· it· is ... 
• ... · .. · ~Jed ;t~~t;t~e.a~~r.~e.t~meJ9ss _to "no~~u.$~rs11 (raJl~ ~us) would · 
· .. · · b~ · pprox~mately ::-0.5, minutes pel'.' trip. This .would. be equivalent to 

. ·,, . 
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approximately O. 7 million dollars per year on the basis of· a time value 
of 6 cents per minute. 

Project Status 

Technical Study, "Trans..,.Hudson Rail Opera.tions Planning and Market 
Analysis" (IT-09-0037 /69) to be completed in the Spring of 1979. 

Primary Data Sources 

Preliminary data from the "Trans-Hudson Rail Operations Planning and 
Market Analysis" study (IT-09-0037 /69) to be completed in the Spring 
of 1979. 

PA TCO Core Plan 

Project Cost - $349.3-million 

Description 

The first stage of the PATCO expansion program, recommended in the 
DRPA "Mass Transportation Development Program," December, 1975, which 
would culminate in the completion of extensions to Mount Laurel and 
Glassboro. The Core Plan consists of: a 3 mile extension from Broadway 
Station in Camden to a Crescent Blvd. Station in Pennsauken (first stage of a 
Mt. Laurel extension) including a walk·•on station at Westfield Avenue;. a 2.4 
mile extension from Division Street in Camden to a Morgan Blvd. Station in 
Camden (first stage .of a Glassboro extension); interior terminal facilities; 

. requirements for 3;...branch operation .and; 48 new cars. 

Benefits 

Estimated 1978 daily . patronage of approximately 8,500 round trip 
riders added (not line volume) to the PATCO system (1985 projections 
not available). 

Reduced travel time for extension riders . 

. More comfortable and convenient trip~ 

Reduced Vehicle Miles Travelled due to shorter station access and 
auto diversions. 

Permit more efficient feeder operation. At present, numerous PATCO 
"feeder"• routes continue. to _Philadelphia due primarily to PATCO 
capacity constraints. · 

Disbenefits ·· 

Estimated that associated feeder bus service orientation would in-
crease the annual bus subsidy by approximately $229,000. 
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·/ ,·' ' , . : i '-_ .. _. ·.· ',_. ·_. , : , , .-----_ : < ·. . , .· 

. Pri:~:r:~:2i7£1:::::•~:::.::::~==ePm•. 
· · B.iyerJ>ort Auth6rity;_, (IT•09·Q009),. December, 1975., -

: - , -. .- - I . , . . . -. . . . • .. .._. . . . . .- ... 
I . 

·, existing:.? o'-dway. Station ih Camden to Mt. ~aurel. Al~gnment would be 
___ · along_·exisJn,g tail right~of-way- to the .. yicinity of Maple Shad_e arid on.rte\\/_. 

right-of"•·W y: to Mt. '.iJaurel~j. • Included iri the J.?foject ;are hine stations, in- . 
· elu<;llng fo ·r ·wa.;U<"'<>ns, termmaL.faeilitie5,, requiremerttsfor __ two-branch,.oper:- -
ation ~d 61 new ears,. ·· · · ·· · · · · · · · " · 

. ,• . . 

·. · ·- J;3enefit~ · 

.• ·'Esti._ .ated '1978_.d~il~ p,atro.nage• of appro.xirµately 16-,500 ro~nd tr.ip .· 
_ __ · :ride .5, adde<:l (pot, linetv:ol1,1me) to the PATCQ.system (198§ projections ·· · · · · ·_ •- · not ,iaJlaole). -,, i < · " · ·· · · 

' '.' <,, .... · ... _ •. , i .·_. : ·_ .. ·, -•·· > , • ·•_· ' . ; . ,•. -· ,' .· ... 
._ :Red·- ced travel time for extension riders~ b<>th, from the standpoint of · 

r~d. ced :station a(?qesr> time for those presently using ·PATCQ ano .bu:s .· 
vs~ .. P~TC? travel t

1

im.e for -those currently t,Jsing ,l;>µs ,servi~e to ---
Phi -~~lp~l~- ,: 'l :' ' > ' '' 

• - -· Mor. - comfortable ancl convenient trip. , · .· _ .·_ ' -; , .. ' · ... ·. ! ·· ·. · ... ' ' ;·. . . . ' , 
• Red qed Vehicle Miles Travelled due to shorter station access and 

aut diversi~n~-< . : ._. . [ ·. _ _ _ _ _ '. > .. _ _ _ , , _ :, -_ _ _ , '. > i "< _____ - _ _- · __ 
• . Per tt more efficierrt feeder bus. operation._ . At prel!!ent, _numerous 

PA_ CO "feeder" rou~es continue on to Philadelphia· d~e primarily to 
J)fsben:f;t CO capacity rest]aints. , -_ _ _ :_, 

._ • Esti atedthat asso 1iate? fe~der -bus. ~erviae oi-ientation would in-
. ere _s~ the annual bus. 1sub,s1dr -~y ap{?r.ox~n,1ately :$490~00.0. · __ ______ -_-__ ,.-.. :i .. ' . , - ;· . 

, _ . DP .. -~-- PATq() exp~nsfon alternative W}al~sis stµdyJn_pto~ess •.. < · . 

• _ Final )leport,; flMa~-.i~ans~ort~tiop. I>evelcipnient Pr~gr~m of the· 
. Dela Blre River ·po_rt _t\µthority'! (IT-09-0009), December, 1975. - - - - I -

I . . 
.. 
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PA TCO Extension to Glassboro 

Project Cost - $665.2-million 

Description 

A 18.5 mile extension of the Lindenwold High-Speed Line from Divi-
sion Street in Camden to Glassboro. Alignment would be . along existing 
Seashore Division right-of-way to the vicinity of Morgan Blvd.; adjacent to 
N.J. Route 42 to vicinity of the Turnpike, in the median of proposed N.J. 
Route 55 to the vicinity of Pitman and along Seashore Division right-of-way 
to Glassboro. The project would include eight stations including one walk-on, 
terminal facilities, requirements for 2-branch operation and 60 new cars. 

Benefits 

Estimated 1978 daily patronage of approximately 18,200 round trip 
riders added (not line volume) to the PATCO system (1985 projections 
not available). 

Reduced travel time for extension riders, both from the standpoint of 
reduced station access time for those presently using PATCO and bus 
vs •. PATCO travel time for those currently using. bus service to 
Philadelphia. 

More comfortable and convenient trip. 

Reduced Vehicle Miles. Travelled due to shorter station access and auto 
diversions. 

Permit more efficient feeder bus operation. At present, numerous 
PATCO "feeder" routes continue on to Philadelphia due primarily to 
PATCO capacity restraints. It is estimated that the annual bus subsidy 
would be reduced by approximately $14,000. 

Disbenefits 

No significant disbenefits identified. 

Project Status 

DRPA PATCO expansion alternatives analysis study in progress. 
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APPENDIX B 

Projects Not Formally Evaluated 
Due to Lack of Development 





. . 
This . appendix. presents projects that were identified· and considered· but which 

were not formally carried through the ranking step, since. it was recognized in the 
Transpac development process that the projects required substantial. development.· 
Included are· conceptual projects suggested by sources both within and external to 
NJDOT since the initiation of the Transpac development process. All projects can 
be considered "C". ranked projects on that basis. It should be noted that none of 
these projeGts would.fall into priority group I, i.e., are not "critical"in nature~ As in 
the case of projects that were formally ranked and subsequently designated 11C", 
they should be reevaluated. as they are developed, as part of an ongoing planning 
programrning process. 
. . . 

Bus and Rail Maintenance Facilities . 

Project Cost - Undetermined 

Description 

New and/or improved facilities. 

Benefits 

Quantifiable benefits not available. 

Disbenefits 

Quantifiable disbenefits riot· available, however no significant dis-
benefits are anticipated. 

·. Project Status 

Both bus and rail facilities are currently the subjE:Jct of. technical 
feasibility studies. It is recognized that results of these studies may 
reveal deficiencies that would be considered of a critical nature, i.e. 
non-attendance to them in short term would lead to serious de-
terioration of the State's investment in new and rehabilitated rolling 
stock and/or inthe quality of service provided. Preliminary data from 
these studies are currently being reviewed. · When · final recom-
mendations are · made, the · State's Capital Program should be 
reexamined at that Ume to determine if a project for. improving these 
facilities should be included.· 

Primary Data Sources 

NJDOT B1JI'eau of TransitPlanrting, August, 1978. 

Atlantic City Tr:aosDortation Center 

Project Cost - Undetermined 

Description 

The. project concept could include the following transit/non~transit 



' .( .··. 

· 1 . 
··, 1·· 

I. 
I 

•. ·. , . ·.· . . .'··. • .. •·· . . .··.I .• , . :.•. ·. '.. . ··,., .· , . . . ., . 
·.•. fa.ci~itie~: · 'ulterface/tr11nsfer point. between buse$~ taxis, limousines and · .. ·. . .· ·. 

·, . PfiV~te a~ os. in order to con,iect to Qther tr8:nsportatio~ mo~es inC!luding; rail, . : .. ·._·. 
·. air . and .m me. travel (one' or .more of which. could <likewise be. physically. · · · · 
. J9cated at' the. center); visi~or infotrn~tion and -t<>urist l;>ureau; office space; · · · · 
·ret,aH/qom . erciat··· spa:~e;·p,r~ing; .. ?ote1·. reception facilities,· anc:1;· a. ··peo~Ie 
m~v1· ~r· srs e~· ~onnectmg-._:c,smps with eac;h 9tber .. and to- the transpor~t1on 

.cen er.. 1 ... . . · ... ·.· ·. I·.• 
· .Benefits. · L f ·. :·• 
. • . .• ;·'.f . tifi.able bene. f.it·s···. rt _ot av_ail. a. b. l.e • 

.. · :Disbenef1t . 
. . ·•. : 

· • ··. Qu . tifi'able disbenef ts not available. '. ... 

< • • • • 

· .. ·· · . '$oufces ·•···• · 

... • . NJ OT Bureau ~f Urjtlan Transportation Plannlllg, August, 1978, 

fro.eet C. st, ... N0,t Ava1labtr . 

. Descri';no .·. ' .·•. 1:· 
. ·. ·co s~ructiprt of a. trJttsfer fatiilify b~tw~e11 the .Ne~•ark. pity Subway .·.·· 

:·. 'artdetne ff: oaken -Division Morristown Line· at the location: of the sub.way's .• :::::o Str;,eqtat: .·.·. ·· •· .. · · ·· · · 
.··· • ., .· .·.· I . ,<; .·•._.· 

:Qu r1tifiable ,benefits lnQt ava11able. . ··. ·. I , . 
r 

... · ... ·· .. '·: . . . j, '.. . · .. 
• . Qu n~ifiable <:tisb~:meff t5not avai:tgble. 

:•,- '. : . . . . 1· - ,, 

· .. PrQ ·ecfSt tuk 1 ·.· · · · • . -· · · • ·· · 

... , At·, he present dhle lhisproj~~fhas'not~e:ndeve1o~edsuffic,ientlyJ6 
.. permit '~V lu~tiori.~. . 

··:· ,·.' . ··: ._: ·. . ·. :·· · .. • 

.. Pri. 



Description 

Reinstitution of rail passenger service along the existing West Shore 
rail right-of-way between West Haverstraw, N.Y. and Hoboken, N.J. Ap-
proximately 18.8 miles of the West Shore line are within New Jersey. There 
would be 9 stations within New Jersey. It is estimated that approximately 75 
coaches and 7 locomotives would be. required to operate the service. 

Benefits 

Quantifiable benefits not currently available. 

Disbenefits 

Quantifiable disbenefits not currently available. 

Project Status 

A final draft report for Phase A of the 11West Shore Corridor Alter-
natives" (IT-09-0058/NY -'09-:0046) technical study has been completed. It is 
anticipated that public meetings on. the Phase .A report will be held and a 
maximum of three of the alternatives studied in Phase A selected for final 
detailed analysis by July, 1979. Alternatives studied in Phase A were: TSM 
type bus improvements; suburban rail west of the Palisades; suburban rail east 
.of the Palisades; rapid rail to Journal Square; light rail through the Lincoln 
Tunnel and; an .exclusive busway. · 

Primary Data Sources 

NJDOT Bureau of Transit Planning, September, 1978~ 

Newark City Subway- Si;,ringfield Avenue Extension 

Project Cost - Estimated cost in 1978 dollars of $192-mHlion (based on 1972 
estimate) 

Description. 

Construction of a 3.8 mile underground extension of the existing 
Newark City Subway from Penn Station to the Irvington Bus Terminal pri-
marily along the right-of-way of Springfield Avenue. Seven new underground 
stations would be built at intervals of approximately one-half a mile~ 
Twenty-five Standard Light Rail Vehicles would also be acquired. It should 
be noted that the estimated cost is in terms of 1978 cost, not implementation 
cost which would be considerably higher. 1978 cost was obtained by inflating 
the '72 estimate at 8% per year, and is for order of magnitude reference 
purposes only. The estimate also assumes cut and cover construction in 
crossing the Garden State Parkway, tunneling would increase the 1978 cost by 
approximately $10.3 million. 

Benefits 

Estimated that there would be a base patronage of 29,000 daily trips in 
1972, consisting of 26,600 bus diversions and 2,400 auto diversions. 
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Was o estimated that there could be a potential of 2,500 additional 
trips due to latent dei;nand and an additional 4,000 trips due to fare-
indu ed intra CB:P p~tronage (presently walk). This would yield a 
maxi · um possible patronage of 35,500 daily trips. 

Esti a.ted travel time I between Irvington Bus Terminal and .Penn Sta-
tion f 9.80 minµtes a~ a speed of 22.5 mph as compared to 26 minutes 
at 8. mph for bus and :rn minutes at 14 mph for private automobile. . 

High r level of serviceramenities for users. 

Disbenefits 

Qua tifiable disbenefi:1;s not identified per se, however, see following 
disc sion of project status. 

"Ne ark Transportatio.ri and Growth" (IT -09-1104) by the Newark 
Division of City Planning and .Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade and Douglas, 
March, 197 final report completed. The following points concerning the 
proposed pr jeet should be noted: · · · · 

Patr nagf' projections Jor the extension were based. on data prior to 
the 972 bus strike.~ ~ata was not subsequently adjusted.· Considering 
that approximately 9~% of the base patronage was assumed to be 
deriv d from bus div$rsions, this factor could be. significant. For 
exa ple, Newark subwiay patronage was in excess of 15,500 daily trips 
prior to the strike. Cur.rent patronage is estimated. at approximately 
9,20 daily trips. · 

. Base on the then current Newark subway operating experience, the 
stud report in.dicates that the extension would be profitable {approxi-
mate y a net profit of at least $1 million with maximum patronage). 
Base on current PUC reports, this appears overly optimistic. 

Capi al cost estimate~ should be revised. Since the time of the ori-
ginal · estimates, "real, cost" increases have oc·curred in addition to 
inna ionary ones. Therefore, application of simple inflation factors · 
woul be misleading. · · · 

. . 

. The xtension would c~mpletely replace b.us service on that portion of 
· Spri · field Avenue .• A.Iihough these diversions may in fact be desirable, 
the i sue of impact on !bus service/operators should be addressed. The 
Topi was not treated in the report. · 

Base· on the. preceding discussion, it is not believed that the project 
can be ade uately evaluated at this time •. However, it should be noted that 
due to very high· cost and in that the project is a 1inew starti1 · for the replace,.,. · 
ment of an existing service irather than for satisfying a market without a 
transit opti n, the project cpuld not be included·· within the financial con-
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straints ofTra.nspac at this time regardless of whether it were formally 
.ranked~ · 

Primary Data Sources 

l!Newark. Transportation . and Growthfl (IT;.,09-0014) by the. Newark 
Division of. City Planning and Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade and Doug-
las, final report March, 197 4. 

Bus and Rail Park and Ride Facilities 

Project Cost;..; Undetermined 

Description 

This project involves . the prov1s1on . of bus. and raH park and ride 
facilities at various locations throughout the State. Numerous suggestions for 
development of specific sites have l:)een. advanced by various .. sources. 
However, detailed analysis and the development of an .overall Statewide 
park-and½'ide program still requires formulation. 

Benefits 

Promotion of use of the State's busand rail lines. 

Reductions in vehicle miles travelled, air pollution and use of energy. 

Project Status 

The State has recently established a special task force to develop a 
Statewide program for improving park and ride facilities. Once the program 
is finalized analysis of specific sites with accompanying recommendations can 
be made. 

Primary· Data Sources 

Preliminary recommendations for a Statewide public transportation 
capital improvement program by the County Transportation Associa-
tion, September 1978. · 

NJDOT Staff 

County transportation plans and·inputs. 

Other Conceptual Stage Projects With Insufficient Da.ta to Permit Evaluation 
at this Time 

Bus Marshalling Facility South of.Jersey City 

• Two-..way Radios for Transit Buses, Statewide 

Exact Fare Box Central Handling Facility 



Bus Terminals or Intermodal Transportation Centers. for Newark, 
Pat rson, Plainfield, · Woodbury, Deptford Township, Asbury Park, 
Eliz beth, New Brunswick · 

Ran Transit for the Following Corridors: 

Pater~on to Newark . . 
Paterson-Passaic-Hackensack Meadowlands 
Paterson-Hackensack-Hackensack Meadowlands 

Will wbrook Mall PersonalRapid Transit System 

Tr sit Centers For Passaic and Willowbrook Mall 

Reh bilitate Piermont Branch to connect Pascack Valley Line to Main · 
Line in Rockland County 

Hae ensack Bus Station Improvements 

Rai oad Bridge Rehabilitation 
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Summary 

This paper presents a suggested. systematfo approach for ranking . capital 
projects in the development of the State's 600 million dollar UMTA funded transit 
program · package, or. IITranspac.11 The· .. following is. an· outline of. the successive 
elements composing the approach: 

l. Establish short-range transit improvement program development policies 
that can be related to both broad areas of project priority. by type of 
project (maintenance and rehabilitation, increased flexibiUty, e.g. 
interconnections, and new starts} ahd ranking within the same project 
priority. 

2. Based. on the short-range improvement program development policies, 
establish an order of project priorities. Group proposed transit capital 
projects·. accordingly •. 

3. Rank projects within categories, guided by: · 

a. Short-range improvement program development policies. 

b. Objective measures of project benefit, disbenefit and benefit/costas 
applicable and available.· Although quantifiable data is preferred for 
comparative purposes, the importance of non-quantifiable benefits is 

. recognized and would· be considered when significant and 
substantiated. ·· · 

c. Consideration ... of any benefits or justifications unique to a specific 
project that would warrant a high priority. This would include 
consideration of 11long;..range 11 transit policies ,which would be estab-
lished. 

. . 

4. Refine the. overall ranking · of candidate project~, as determined by the · 
priority approach, to arrive at a. finaL project ranking Ust. This process 
would take into account overall application of benefit and cost implica-
tions and policy related considerations. 

Short-Range Transit Imi;,rovement Program Develoi;,rnent Policies 

l. Preserve and maintain (as justified) services, equipment andfacilities of 
the existing bus and rail systems. · 

2. Improve those services first which ,will have the greatest immediate real 
benefit· at the most re.asonable costs.. · ·. 

3. Construct those projects first that are justified, committed and can be 
implemented in the shortest period of time and can be accommodated 
within. budgetary constraints~ 
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I 
I i, 

e" Tran it S stem Goals Bolicies 
I 

. . j . . . . 
1.. To pro ide stimulus to prban center commercial, industrial and res..,. . · 

idential redevelopniemt. ·· i · 

. . ... :.. . . . . . . . . . . . 

2. To effe t major auto. di~ersion·within a travel c.orridorand reduce ad-
verse i pacts on the natural environment. . 

3. To ,enco rage and support development .of efficient land µse patterns . 

. 4. To assis the m6bility nee~s of those without access to automobiles •. . . I . . . 
. I 

5. To mai ta.in the State's status as a residentialbase· to the Commercial 
centers of New Yorkand Philadelphia. . .. ·; ,' i ·. . 

. I 

6. To incr ase safety, convepience and comfort of travel. . . - . l . . -
. 7. . To redu ·e . .traveLtirne an4 co~t per trip. 

. . . ! . . . . . 
8~ To be r alistic1n ·terrns bf physical,. social, financial ancl environmental 

cohstra n ts. ·· I · ·· · · ·· ··· ·. · · • 

Influenc 

Within th~ valuation process{ there are factors· potentially iI11paet1ng project 
rank that basicall apply to all pr.ojects under consideration. Therefore, they are · 
discussedat this p irit for emphasis and to avoid redundancy in the remainder of this 
paper. They apply o hath priority category and refined overall ranking. · . . . . I . 

I 

First, proje··· ts w:bich wiU directly and significantly contribute to the attain..-
ment of One orm 119 of the ''long-;rang-e" policy objecUvesshould be. given close 
attention andappl' priate weight in the. evaluation process~ This does not imply that 
all such projects s ould necessarily pe included in the refined program of projects. 
Budgetary c9nstra· ts, overall project worth and cost effectiveness, etc. cannot be 
" - ,_. . . . .' . : . .. - .. , . L._ . - .. , . . . . . - .· . . , .- .- : . ignored. However, .conversely, the~e policy objective type benefits are too often 
completely ignore in project evalu13-tion. As a particular example, a project that 
would corttrib.ute . o significant t1rban area economic stimulus,. i.e.,. an "external" 
benefit of the proj cit, might validly!be justified for inclusion inthe capital program. 
Whereas, if only he projects ''int~rnal'' benefits . were consldered, it might not 
appear r,elatively eneficial enough for inclusion. Naturally, it is a.ssurned that the 
project is realistic inits o'wn right. ! . 

I 
I . , 

·. Second, mo. t ele111ents ot thei short~range program development policies have 
been directly tran la.ted int9 the project priorities themselves. Implicitly, the stat.us 

· of project develop ent while not inf~uencing a project's nat,solute11 worth in terms of 
costs. VS~ benefits .. r jts project priqrity category' can l:)e significant in determining 
its vfability withi .. ·. Jhe program titjle frame and,therefore, needsbe consic;!ered, 

. weJghed and appli d as appropriate within the ranking process. The status of project 
development ref er to both level of current commitment and length of time required 

.i - ' . -, 
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to initiate implementation if. desired. Representative levels would include: 

Final applica.tion on file with UlVIT A 

Pre-application on file withUMTA 

Required plarming/studies initiated . 

Conceptual stage 

It is recognized that required lead times would vary according to type and 
magnitude of the project. · · · · 

Discussion of Project Priorities 

The following is a summary of the project priorities. that were developed, 
highest priority being fir'st. 

. . 

I. · Projects required for the continuance of essential services at current 
levels of service. 

II. Projects mandated by State and/or Federal laws and regulations~ 1. 

· III. Projects required to complete capital improvement efforts that have 
· been initiated, e.g., costincreases due to inflation. 

IV. Low cost user oriented projects. 

V. Low cost operations oriented projects. 

VI. .Moderate cost projects of significant benefit. 

VII. Bigh cost projects of highly significant benefit •. 

This section presents the following information for each of the proposed 
capital project priorities: · · 

1. A brief definition of the priority elaborating on its classification title •. 

2. Examples of the types 6f projects that could be. expected to be included 
within the priority. It should be noted thatthe lists of examples are not 
intended to be exhaustive. 

. . . 

3. A brief discussion of the types and level of detail of various criteria and 
measures that· are considered applicable for use in the project jus-
tification/ranking proe?ess. However, it should be noted that the dis-
cussions are general· guid~s. The availabiHty and applicability of both 
hard and soft data will likely vary according to specific projects. There,.. 
fore, judgement will be necessary. · 

1. This priority category does not appear in the body of this report, since all 
applicable projects identified were being funded through· sources external to 

. . 
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! 
, . As. previousl ~iscussed, . consi9eration. of short-range program development 
policies should be d<dressed .· in all ·. cases while "long-range" objectives will likely 
have substantial po entia:l impact oiiJ.y in the 11moder.ate" .to "high" cost priority 
range (VI & VII) •. · ·. · : . . , .. I 

. . I . .. . . 
I. Pro ·ect(s) re uired for the cont:inuance of essential transit services at current 

levels of serv·ce 
I 

•.. ... . I ·. . .... 
Definition - rejects that if. r~ot implemented in the immediate short term 
would result ·n pronounced to ~rastic deterioration of the service, culmina-
ting in its ce sa.tion in the exttjeme case. This priority would include projects 
required ~o rovide for rea.Hst~c short..;term patronage .demand increases, if 
considered cr'tical to maintain~ng a ,reasona.ble level of service.· 

•' 

' i . 

I 
1, . 

Repl cement of rail or: bus rolling stock presently in advanced states 
of de erioration, or ap~roaching end of normal life. 

' : -. . .' ' 
I 

'' 

· Rail rack/roac;:iway, 
I .. , . 

structures and wayside facilities rehabilitations 
of er tidal nature. I , 

I 

I 
' support facilities, e.g~, maintenance facilities upgrade or 

ement,. if vital tq service continuance. 

Stati n/ternina.1/parkin~. upgrading, including require!=] expansions or 
addit ons, i(essential. ! 

Addi io·~alrolling stociif criti~al to maintiiining level of service. 
! 

i 
It would appear that projebtsfolling within this category would not have 

to compete for inclusion in i a· capital program per se. However, re-
. presentative measures of prooect justification .should be addressed to the 

degree data is availal:>le. Patronage levels impacted (including. captive/de-
pendent ride s.if known) and r~lated adverse impacts (probably in generalized 

· · terms unless hard oata available) such as VMT/energy/pollUtion, · would be 
included •. B nefit measures which are applicable, and are either available 
directly or c n be reasonably ~xpeditiously calculated from related available 
project data, would vary depen~ing on specific project type; e.g., rolling stock 
purchase vs. ew facilities eonstruction. · 

I 

Measure of tbe. state of Jthe service, necessitating the improvement(s),-
wbuld in all ikelihood be Self ~vi dent and documentable in most cases. For 
example: ge of rolling stdck, severely deteriorated track/roadbed with 
attendant sl w: orders; bridges /or other structures officially declared unsafe; 
etc •. It . is r qognized that within a project to "Savell a. service, it. may be 
considered e~irable to inclupe elements that go beyond, satisfying basic 
req1.1irement ; i.~e., aimed a.t i~proving the service rather than maintaining it, 

• I 

I 

.i 
·1 

i 
I 
i 
i l.. 
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II. 

III. 

for purposes of economy of scale or because the additional improvements had 
previously been considered desirable in their own right. However, if· the 
additional cost involved is substantial, those additional elements should be 
justified for inclusion within their appropriate project priority category, not 
automatically included within this one. Naturally, if a lower than normal cost 
for the additional elements was anticipated through overall economy of scale, 
the factor would work to the project's advantage within the priority category 
in which it was judged as to ranking. This would also be true for succeeding 
project priorities. 

Projects mandated by Federal or State Laws and Regulations 

Definition - Projects necessary for inclusion regardless of absolute cost/bene-
fit measures, due to prevailing federal and/or state requirements. This does 
not imply that projects within this category are necessarily of marginal value, 
only that 11measurable11 benefits are of secondary consideration per se. · 

Project type examples -

EPA and DEP mandated projects. 

F .R.A. requirements. 

Northeast Corridor requirements. 

Criteria/Measures for project justification/ranking -

Pue to the nature of the project category, justification of projects would 
not be required per se, as long as projects were not in excess (total dollar 
value) of the mandated requirement. However, if more proposed projects are 
available than required to meet the mandate, basic benefit measures should 
be obtained to facilitate project ranking. 

Project(s)reguired to complete capital imerovement efforts already begun 

Definition - Refers only to the successful completion of the specific initial 
project specified; i.e., does not inclu<le 11add""On11 improvements above and 
beyond the original project's intent. 

Project type examples -

Cost increases in the project's original budget due to inflation. 

Additional cost due to essential expansion of the original project's 
scope to accommodate. unforeseen factors, disregard of which would 
render the project less effective. 

Criteria/Measures for project jllstification/ranking -
. . 

Since these projects have been fully developed, justification and present-
ation of key benefit measures should be straightforward, using existing 
sources. 
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IV. Low-cost us r oriented ro·ects -

v. 

VI. 

Definition - rojects ranging from provision .of amenities through passenger 
oriented TS type projects. 

P e Facili tiies 

Criteria/ ro ·.ect ·ustification/rankin -

Use har data as availablk. However, f <>r small projects, it is likely that 
only patrona e/user data would be avaHable. Also, in the case of amenities 
type project , it is likely thaJ benefits would be less quantifiable, requiring 
more reliance on judgmental f~ctors. · · 

"Low" cost o ro·ects..;. 

Definition- rejects essentiai for improved level of operating efficiency 
and/or woul produce significaintopera tional cost reductions. 

' 

j 
Fare collection/seeurHy improvements 

matic passenger data acquisition capability 

tenance facilities( improvements 
' ' . . 

' ' ' 
' ' 

Criteria/. · · ro·ect :·ustification/rankin -
i ' ,.· ' ' ,.· ' ' ' . . Concen ration on monetary aspects when appropriate. Use of user data 

for general comparisons. ·· Consideration of any appropriate user benefits. 
However, it appears that Jhe !benefits involved may often be in the realm of 
unique ones that would have fo be treated more or less judgmentally rather 
than from a ard data approac~. · 

! 

Moderate co t . ro ·ects of si n~ficant benefif -
i 

Def1nitio~ - Projects aimed at! achieying t~e highe~t level of service commen-
surate with demonstrated n~ed, mcludmg proJected short-term demand 
increases, ithin the context of an existing service (or adjunct to a bus 
system). j. 

Pro·ect t 

Add tiohal rolling stock for increased frequency. · 
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New or improved facilities, including support facilities and transpor-
tation centers/terminals of moderate cost. 

Rail connections. 

Criteria/Measures for project justification/ranking -

For projects which have had a high degree of development to date, all 
available, relevant and especially directly comparable benefit/disoenefit data 
should be utilized. For projects not so developed, it will most likely be 
possible to develop only basic indicators, which probably would .be expected-
patronage related. However, the fact that they have not been developed to 
any degree as yet would tend to indicate that they would be of a lower 
priority. Within this category, non-user as well as user benefits should be 
considered,. as applicable. Special consideration should be given to those 
projects which are indicated as resulting in significant social/economic 
benefit for the area in question. 

VII. "High" cost projects of. significant.benefit -

Definition - Projects involving major modifications to an existing service and 
major "new start" rail service. · 

Project· type examples -

Extensions to existing rail lines (rapid or commuter) including branch 
lines. 

New rail .services (light, rapid or commuter) either independent of or 
complementing existing services, e.g., light rail feeding rapid rail as 
well as providing sel;'vice in its own right. 

Major modifications to an existing rail service to permit higher 
performance equipment, superior motive power, joint use with a 
complementary but presently inacce.ssible service due to lack of 
physical connection and/or other considerations. 

Major fixed user or operational facilities. 

Criteria/Measures for project justification/ranking -

For projects which have had a high degree of development to date, all 
avaHable, relevant and especially directly comparable benefit/disbenefit data 
should be utilized. For projects not so developed, it will most likely be 
possible to develop only basic indicators, which probably would be expected 
patronage related. However, by the fact that they have not been developed 
to any degree as yet would tend to indicate that they would be of a lower 
priority. Within this category; non-user as well as user benefits should be 
considered, as applicable. Special consideration should be given to those 
projects which are indicated as resulting in significant social/economic 
benefit for the area in question. 
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A priority c tegory approach :was incorporated· into the program .development 
process for the fo owing basic reasons: . . ! 

l. To ref ect the previous~y described short~range program development 
· policie • · . i .. 

i . . 

· 2. alleviate some. of the problems associated. with attempting to 
compare/rank projects of dissimilar nature. For example, trying 

to ran. a project desigrted to reduceoperating costs with one dealing 
with pa Senger amenities: on a strict 11numeriC!al11 cost/benefit type basis 
would e difficult and tirpe consuming at best ·and produce misleading or 

· meanin less vahies at worst. 
i 

3. . To ma.•· e the handling a~d ranking of. aJarge volume of projects more 
manageable. · · 

. I . . 

However, a though ranking PfOjects within categories is 'considered to be a 
logical and an imp rtimtstep in the ;project selection process, it is not intended to 
be the final one .. At this point, a refined overallranking .of projects must be 

. accomplished on a somewhat judgmental but objectively defensible basis. Reasons 
why this process is necessary, and po~nts to be considered in it., are as follows: 

. ! 

· 1. Althou h the project priprity categories deffoe types of projects fairly. 
well, t e questions of W1hich of two adjacent categories should be of 
higher aink. and whether: the relative ranks could vary depending. upon 
specifi ¢ircutnstance, ave not always as clear. In practice, it is likely 
that th absolute relative merits of the specific projects· involved rather 
than th. category itself dould at time~ be the determining factor. 

2. A proj ct may exhibit a degre~ of overlap; i.e., have aspects that relate 
. to inor than one categorr. 

3. · A give 
benefit 
project 
mally b 

i 

project mayexHibit a range and/or. magnitude of <:lirect transit 
that are obviou~ly and significantly superior to one or . more 
in a higher category(s), even if the<higher category would nor~ 
considered of higher .ranking as such, · ·. · -.--. 

I • 

4. Similar to the preceding litern, a project may contribute to one or more 
of the reviouslylist.ed 11\ong-ra.nge" policy.objectives or satisfy program 
develo ment poli~y(s) significantly enough to . warrant a high or higher 
ranking · ' · · · · 

• I ' • • 

5. The pr viously discussed 111non-cost/benefit" factors apply to overall final 
ranking depending upon l~vel of significance. 
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Project. Cost Determination· 

Total Project Cost -

:Base .level cost for comparative purposes - For purposes of direct compar-
ison · among projects, all projects should be costed in terms of a base year; 
i.e., cost of the project if it could be .constructed in zero-time within a spec-
ified year. · 

Construction period costs for programming - It is assumed that the 600 mil""'.' 
lion dollars available for the program package is in terms of absolute dollars 
available regardless of time frame for construction. Therefore, assumptions 
concerning years of construction .will have to be made and inflation factors 
applied as appropriate {a number of projects should currently have available 
cost estimates that would "fit" with little or no modification) to arrive at 
project costs, and by inference a capital program that realistically "adds up" 
properly to available funds. 

Typical Project Benefit/Disbenefit · Measures 

The following is a discussion of benefit. and. related disbenefit measures that 
appear to be applicable within this project evaluation process. Not all measures are 
necessarily applicable to or obtainable for all projects that may be considered, nor 
for all projects within a given project priority category. 

1. Patronage - Patronage served by a project is in itself commonly used as 
an indicator of benefit. However, the following points need be con-
sidered: 

a. Existing Ridership . - Total existing ridership of a service can be 
shown as reflecting "benefit" only if all riders actually receive the 
benefit. If the improvement positively impacts only a portion of 
total ridership, only that portion should be so indicated. Conversely, 
if· the improvement actually adversely impacts a portion of the 
ridership to a meaningful degree, the disbenefit should be noted and 
taken into account to arrive at a net "benefited" patronage. 

b. New or added Ridership - All new riders would be counted. How-
ever, if a substantial nutnber of new riders are a result of diversion 
from other existing transit modes/services an additional benefit or a 
disbenefit could result, depending on the circumstances, due to 
impacts on the transit service they. switc.hed from. If significant, 
this should be .explored and taken into account if at all possible. 

c. Elderly, Handicapped and Transit dependents - Benefits accruing to 
these groups through service improvements, either through projects 
aimed directly at the groupsor if a significant number are benefited 
through spinoff from a "general public11 oriented project, generally 
are given added weight in project justification/ranking. · 

2. Operating. Cost/Revenue Impacts - For improvement projects geared 
toward reducing operating costs· and/or increasing revenue, these factors 
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3. 

4. 

i .·.. . . . obvious y would be expli~itly indicated. For other projects they should 
be. inc uded if their in'.tpact, either as a benefit or disbenefit, is 
signific nt. As in the <:?ase of "patronage", impacts on other transit 
service should likewise ibe taken into consideration if impact is sub-; 
stantia. · 

I 
Passen er time savin s i - Data probably would be available only for · 
project intended to proquce this result or in large projects where this 
would e a prime consideration along with other factors in determining 
project justification. Wquld normally be expressed in ter.ms of average 
savings per user or convlerteq to dollars on an armual basis. As in the 
preced·ng discussions, tiime disbenefits . should also be considered if a 
portion of existing riders ior other services are adversely impacted. 

Auto o·versicm:s VMT Reductions Ener and Pollution Reductions-With 
the ex epticm of auto djVersions, it is most difficult .to quantify these 
benefit . Since they are basically related, although not on a directly 
propor fonal basis, it i$ recommended that only auto diversions be 
consid red. Also, for p~ojects where significant ridership gains are not 
anticip tea, auto diversiqns would likewise be small and can be ignored, 
For lar e projects with ~igh new-rider projections, it would. appear that 
it woul be beneficialtodnclude auto diversion estimates as one benefit 

· measur to ah:l in the ~valuation process. For projects ranking very 
closely in other respects,!auto·diversion .could become a deciding factor. 

! . 

. - - I 

Extern l Benefits - These . would be benefits pertaining to non,-users as 
such~ . or instance, they: could include time savings to non-transit riders 
or eco ornic benefits to an area, without a related benefit decrease· 
elsewh re .. Such factorS·Should at least be considered in the selection 
proces when they ca.ni be substantiated. It should be noted that 
signifi ant external benefits could also fa.ll within the scope of ''long- · 
range" olicy consideratibns. 

6. · i'Uni u n Benefits ·. - .. T~ese a.re considered to encompass items such as 
passen er safety (acci<ltent reduction/prevention) and security. . For 
projects not a.imed at t~e items directly, "measurement" would be dif-
ficult r impossible.. For projects that are geared toward them, an 
extreme :example being emergency type rehabilitation of track structures 
that ar Unsafe, they are project justifications more than benefits. They 
could ery well•qualify the project as a high priority but not on the basis 
of co paring the "benefit'' with other projects, as such, on the same 
"bernfft" basis. ' 

. . . . Fqr ·• purpos s. of the project tanking. process, all cost/ben.efit type indicators 
utHized shouldbe u~ed judiciously and with caution. This is emphasizedsince the 
values obtained. d not represent "overall" or "selected-varial)le" cost/benefit ratios 
per se. They onl represent a cost(benefit~ re1ationship for a selected benefit 
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. . ·. 

variable. True co.st/benefit must obviously be exp~essed in t:rms of dollar per 
dollar, should include all relevant potential benefit variables, and are usually reliable 
for comparative purposes only when considering projects with similar purposes and 
scope. The preceding is beyond the scope of· this evaluation/ranking process. 
However, despite their limitations the following indicators may prove helpful in 
comparing similar projects from the standpoint of· obtaining a clearer picture of a · · 
particular related benefit to assist in the evaluation process; not of themselves being · 
the process. Naturally, a:ll indicators are 11ot applicable to all projects~ 

1. Project cost per passenger - This is perhaps the most commonly used 
blanket. cost/benefit indicator. It is aiso one of the most misleading and 

· misinterpreted unless properly applied· and i,ts limitations understood. ·• 
Foremost, it is more accurately a cost distribution or spread indicator. 
Of itself, it does not measure project worth; i.e., a project · may be 
designed to serve a large number of riders but produce negligible benefit. 
Second, only riders benefiting from the project should be included in the 
passenger figure, e.g., 11 project designed to reduce travel time .on a rail 
line that will impact 7096 <>f the ridership should inciude only 7.0% of the 
ridership in the cost per passenger ratio. This example is obvious, 
however, in a number of instance$ the distinction is not as clear. The 
factor is most useful in comparing similar type projects having similar 
unit passenger benefits/disbenefits. In this case, the factor does 
.approach being a meaningful relative cost/benefit indicator •. At other 
times it shotild be. looked upon· as a cost spread indicator. The c:apital 
costs . involved can · naturally· be . expressed in · total project·. cost or. 
annualized cost as .. desired. Likewise, passengers can be shown on daily, 
annual, etc. basis as appropriate. · · · · · 

2. Project cost per passepger .. mile - This fa.ctor is at .times used to try to 
provide a means of "equalizing" inherent ridership volume differences · 
between long and short""haul systems, · in order to permit direct coin~ 
pa.rison~ · The assumption that. trip length as well as total ridership shoUld · 
be used in the determination of system "importance" is valid. However, 
whether a ,directly prqportional weighting should be used is subject to 
some debate.··. Comments in the preceding section apply. It should be 
noted that calculation .of thjs factof can be difficult, depending on 
available data, since average trip lengths must be deter.mined or esti~ 
mated~ · 

3. Project cost per seat-mile - · This factor can be used . to provide an 
indication of cost vs. level of service provided. It would have limited 

. benefit · in . this exercise· unless. "policy'; levels of · service/headways 
became an. important factor. As in the case •Of passenger-miles, seat-
miles can be difficult to determine. · · · · 

. . . . ' . . . 
4. Annualized Capital Cost per Annual Sayings - Annualized capital cost 

can be compared to any project benefit that can be expressed in dollars. 
For purposes . of this evaluation, it is believed that the following three, .. 

· alone ol' µi combination, may be beneficial in certain instances: Annual 
passenger time savings expressed: ih dollars; annual operational cost , 
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savings and; annual revenue increases. The factors can be used to pro-
vide comparative data· among similar projects that are intended to 
produce one or more of tl;'le three types of "savings' indicated, in order to 
deterrnI e how well the priojects satisfy those intentions. It is likely that 
require data would only be available in reasonable form for those 
specific projects having s1:1ch an intent. 

I 
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APPENDIX D 

Explanation of Changes in Projects 

Considered in the "Preliminary Recommendations 

for the Transpac Program" Draft Report, March 1979 





In the interest of clarity and timely production, this report has been prepared 
using the same basic for mat as the preceding "Preliminary Recommendations for the 
Transpac Program" draft report, dated March; 1979. For an individual not having 
read the draft report, this approach would present no problem. However, in that 
there have been a number of changes with respect to projects discussed, we believe 
that it is necessary to include this appendix, explaining those changes, for the bene-
fit of those having read the draft. 

Minor changes in project costs, descriptions and discussions_ are the result of 
project and data updates/development subsequent to the March, 1979 draft. A more 
detailed discussion will not be pursued in that regard. With respect to the more 
substantial alterations, the following paragraphs present explanatory material for 
projects aff ectedin each of the priority groupings. 

Priority I (Projects Required for the Continuance of Essential Services at Current -
~-~vels of Service) - · · ··• · 

The preliminary recommendation to rehabilitate coaches for the North 
Jersey Coast Line was changed to provide for the purchase of new 
coaches. This decision was based on the following considerations: 

1. The existing coaches have end doors at only one end of the car. This 
is not an efficient arrangement for commuter operation. The new 
coaches will have center and end doors. 

2. The seating capacity of the new coaches will be higher than the 
existing coaches due to 3-2 seating. Required fleet size will there-
fore be reduced. This results in .reduced maintenance cost and the 
shorter consists provide for greater efficiency. 

3. The acquisition of new cars will permit the incorporation of E & H 
features, including making progress toward fun accessibility, ir,t 
recognition of future Section 504 requirements. · · · 

4. - The new cars will provide a uniform/compatible fleet for the NJCL. 
The existing cars, purchased from a number of diff.erent rail 
properties, are of a mix-and·:-match variety. The cars will also be 
compatible with those to be purchasedfor the Raritan Valley, thereby 
drawing closer to the State's goal of flexibility throughout our rail 
system. 

5.. Push-pull operating_ capability of the new ca.rs will allow greater 
operational flexibility.and_ efficiency. 

6. . The new cars will enhance passenger comfort and provide a higher 
level of safety through design -features and a more rapid egress cap-
ability provided by the additional doors. · 

'I'he project for- signal and communications jmprovements -and bridge 
rehabilitations on the NJCL was not included in .the preliminary 
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recom endations report. The need for these improvements became 
appare t. during a reassessment .of the NJCL, conducted subsequent to 
completion of the draft Transpac Report. It should be noted that the total 
amoun of Transpac £und1ng attributable to NJCL projects in this report is 
the sa e as the preliminary recommendations, ie., the amount alloted fqr 
comple ion of the electrificationprojec.t has been.reduced •. This subject is 
discuss d in detail in [the NJCL electrification project description, 
Appen ix "A". ' 

The pr ject in the prelirrtinary recommendations report fo.r the rehabilita-
tion of Brick Church andjEa.st Orange Viaducts/Stations does not appear in 
this re ort. TI:le cost ha~ been combined with the statewide project "Rail 
Station E;estoratiort/Parking.11 · This .change was made since the New 
Jersey Rail Stations M~derizatiot1 Study is now at the point where. a 
statew de comprehensiv~ and uniform program for station. improvements · 
is bein developed and station improvements prioritized. Therefore it is 
approp iate that Brick church and East Orange Stations be treated within 
the ov ra.11 program. ~t should be noted that initial repairs to these 
station are being done µnder tne currentStation Deferred Maintenance 
Progra 1and further work will be included in the statewide program. 

! . . 

red to Cbmolete Ca 

Transp c funding for the NJCL electrification project was significantly 
reduce as the result df a · NJCL improvement program :reassessment· 
conduc>e~:Lby theDepa:rtinent. A detailed explanation is presented within 
the pro ·e.ct discussion in 4\ppendix "A''. · 

I • 

. User Oriented Pro·ects) 

The p eject formerly !entitled "NJCL-Major Station Improvements" 
(basica y high level plat~orms) has been deleted from the final report. It 
is incl ded ur1der the :new Priority Vl (High Cost) project, nMajor 
Comm ter Rail Station i Improvements". It should be noted that the 
former NJCL project did( hot have an available cost estimate in the draft 
report n:a was not includ,ed in the preliminary Transpac recommendations. 
It . sho ld also be ·. noted t.hat although a specific cost has not been 
develo ed since that tim~, itis now appart;!nt that it would put the project. 
into th. Pfiority V(Medi4m Cost) range. · 

· tions Or+ierited Pro·ects) 

The sc pe. of the projeci calling for long-haul bus radios on a statewide 
basis h s been modified.: Project· development subsequent to the prelim-
inary r commendations r~port has indicated that the project would not be 
technic lly feasible wittiout a major investment in a significantly more 
sophist·cated system than. ·originally envisioned. lt was therefore shifted 
from t is priority · group to Priority V (Moderate . Cost). Order of . 
magnit de costwould be)n the $20 million range. 

. . 

ificant increase in estirna ted cost- results in the project exceeding 
' 
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the limits of Transpac funding. Therefore it can no longer be included in 
Transpac. Due to the impending Section 504 regulations and the possible 
added costs to the bus purchase for such items as wheelchair lifts, it has 
been decided to set aside the $4.0 million originally dedicated. to bus 

· radios as a partial contingency fund for bus elderly and handicapped full 
accessibility. Low-cost localized radio systems may be considered after 
further study. 

Priority V (Moderate Cost Projects of Significant Benefit) 

The project formerly entitled "Raritan Valley Upgrade-Phase III" (high 
level platforms) has been deleted from the final report. It is included 
under the new project "Major Commuter Rail Station Improvements." It 
should be noted that the original project was not recommended for 
inclusion in Transpac due to lower priority ranking. 

A candidate project calling for the purchase of 30 MU cars for NJCL Bay 
Head service, ie.,. would. be diesel hauled in non-electric territory, has 
been deleted from the final report. Operational plans developed for the 
NJCL do not include this option. The project was not included in the 
preliminary recommendations due to its conceptual nature and pending 
development of the operating plan. 

Priority Vl (High Cost Projects of Highly Significant Benefit) 

One new project was added to the final report, "Major Commuter Rail 
Station Improvements." The purpose was to include all. potential ca,n-
didate stations, statewide, for discussion under a single project heading. ' . . 
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